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The  Federal  Aviation  Administration  4has  seldcm  assessed  the 

satisfaction  of  pilot '^custonars/''^  with  tha  services  provided  by  its 
air  traffic  facilities.  Moot  available  information  about  pilots' 
satisfaction  with  Air  Traffic  Control  »(ATC)/ services  is  anecdotal; 
thus,  decisions  affecting  the  users  have  been  based  on  management's 
perceptions  rather  than  on  an  objective  measure  of  the  flying 
public's  satisfaction  with  the  services  provided.  The  purpose  of 
this  study  was  to  assess  user  satisfaction  with  the  services  provided 
by  one  air  traffic  facility,  the  Montgomery  County,  Texas  Automated 
Plight  Service  Station  (AFSS) .  The  study  also  provides  the  FAA  with 
>  model  for  assessing  user  satisfaction  with  other  ATC  services. 

,ver«ll,  pilots  who  responded  to  the  survey  were  very  satisfied  with 
ch  rformance  of  the  specialists  at  the  Montgomery  County  AFSS,  and 
ve  lightly  less  satisfied  with  the  services  provided  by  the 
facility.  Private  pilots  were  more  satisfied  than  were  Alrlinu 
Transport  pilots  with  most  of  the  services.  The  pilots'  perceptionK 
of  how  the  FSS  weather  briefers  performed  their  jobs  affected  ratingt. 
of  satisfaction  with  the  facility's  services.  A  significant  area  of 
dissatisfaction  to  pilots  was  the  amount  of  time  they  thought  was 
required  to  reach  a  pilot  briefer,  especially  during  inclement 
weather.  — _ _ 
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ra.OT  VIEWS  OE  MONTGOMKRY  C0UNT\’,  TEXAS  AUrO.MATEI)  FSS  SERVICES 


INTROlHJCnON 

The  l■c<kr^l  Avl«lon  AdmlnUu^lon’*  (FAA)  Air  Traffic  Comrol  (ATC)  faclliilej  have  few  methods  for 
assessing  the  iattifactlon  of  their  plloi  'customers,*  the  primary  users  of  the  services  they  provide.  Most 
of  the  information  available  regardint  pitots'  perceptions  of  satisfaction  with  ATC  services  is  aitecdoial; 
decisions  to  institute  services  and  plans  in  rcs(4nse  to  major  system  changes  are  thus  based  on 
management's  perceptions  of  user  satisfaction  rather  than  an  objectively  determined  measure  of  die  (lying 
public's  satisfaction  with  the  services  provided.  The  purpose  of  this  study  vs<as  to  assess  user  satisfaction 
with  one  such  change,  the  introduction  of  Automated  Might  Service  Stations  (Al'SSs),  by  measuring  pilots* 
reported  satisfaaion  witlt  the  services  provided  by  a  single  AFSS  located  In  Montgonvery  County,  lexas. 

lilitOfY,cE.Al:SS.wioiiuiilon.anlcoriioll<^^ 

'the  recent  consolidation  and  automation  of  FAA  flight  service  stations  (FS.Ss)  is  a  systent  change  whicli 
should  be  evaluated  from  thu  users'  perspcc^lv^e.  liie  Flight  Service  Automation  IVogram  Master  Plan 
(1978)  identified  one  objective  of  automating  flight  service  stations  as  *mceting  the  present  and  projected 
long-term  dentand  for  flight  services  without  a  proponlonal  increase  in  staff  and  comnKiisurate  operating 
costs.*  The  original  plan  called  for  automating  a  number  of  the  busiest  lilght  Service  Stations,  then 
collocating  and  consolidating  many  of  the  present  FSSs  Into  Hub  facilities  located  at  the  Air  Route  Traffic 
Control  Centers  (ARTCCs).  An  anKnded  plan  (1980)  revised  the  steps,  climinaiing  the  effort  to  collocate 
the  I^Ss  Into  ARTCC  facilities,  and  instead  provided  for  the  318  ihen-caistlng  i  SSs  to  be  consolidated 
Into  61  new  facilities,  69  of  which  would  require  new  buildings  to  be  constructed.  Currently,  *>6  of  the 
61  planned  AFSSs  are  operational  aiKl  123  of  the  manual  FSSs  remain. 

l^‘iflHUui:ayg.cLpllos.)UdlsfKiion-Vi'JihjA[:SSj^^^ 

Altliough  much  of  the  consolidation  and  auto-r^tion  of  FSSs  began  In  1986,  no  FAA  studies  were  conducted 
to  evaluate  user  satisfaction  with  the  services  provided.  The  only  surveys  which  assessed  pilots'  use  of  and 
satisfaction  with  AFSS  services  wtre  conducted  hy  the  Aircraft  Owners  ami  liiots  Association  f  AOPA)  Jljlflj 
magaalnc.  AOPA  conducted  two  survevi,  the  first  in  August  1986,  aixl  the  second  in  Scpicmber  1987, 
The  results  of  these  AOPA  surveys,  published  in  December  1986  and  February  1988,  indicated  iliat  about 
92*  of  the  readers  did  not  use  a  private  vendor  service  for  weather  inforntation  and  that  53-54%  ■always'* 
contacted  flight  service.  Furthermore,  between  August  1986  and  Sentember  1987,  the  percentage  of  readers 
whose  'primary  contact*  was  ntade  to  automated  as  compared  with  manual  F.SSs  increased  from  23%  to 
43%.  An  Increasing  percentage  of  readers  from  the  first  survey  to  the  second  reported  encountering 
significant  delays  with  AFSSs;  however,  the  question  was  phrased  in  such  a  way  as  to  make  interpretation 
of  these  results  difficult.  In  general,  these  surveys  provided  sonte  useful  inforntation  about  user  iterceptions 
of  system  usage,  but  did  not  provide  the  FAA  with  sufficient  feedback  regarding  specific  probients. 

Ihtroose  of  FAA  survey 

This  report  describes  an  l-AA-sponsored  survey  administered  to  pilots  in  the  flight  plan  area  of  die  AFSS 
located  In  Montgomery  County,  Texas.  The  survey  was  developed  to  ascertain  pilots'  perceptions  of  die 
quality,  cost  effectiveness,  utilization,  and  knowledge  of  the  types  of  services  offered  by  the  Montgomery 
County  AFSS,  and  to  a  lesser  extent,  by  odier  AFSSs.  The  Human  Resources  Research  Division  (HRRD) 
of  the  FAA  Civil  Aeromcdical  institute  assisted  the  Montgomery  County  AFSS  in  developing, 
administering,  and  analyzing  the  survey. 
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TIv  prinwy  punwsc  of  ihU  jJOvty  '*•3*  (o  auWrcw  rclaiwf  lo  uwr  satisfaction  with  services  provided 
by  a  specific  faciiiiy  so  that  oihei  AFSSs  coukl  become  aware  of  the  satisfaction  piiots  haws  with  different 

Sof  services  and  learn  wliat  fijctors  indoence  satisfaction  with  APSS  services.  It  was  not  possible  to 
a  ihai  type  of  information  from  the  AOPA  surveys  because  those  surveys  primarily  addressed  system 
uillimion  rather  than  user  satisfaction  and  did  not  employ  a  specific  sampllns  plan.  The  l-AA  survey, 
besides  including  a  set,  of  questions  fbr  wbich  ansv.'crs  Mkerc  provided  in  a  multiple  choice  format,  also 
provided  a  nondirective  area  in  which  respondents  svere  allou.td  to  provide  comments  addressing  their 
specific  concerns  about  tite  services  provided  by  AFSSs.  i-unhermore,  the  sampling  strategy  used  in  the 
administration  of  the  FAA  survey  allows  the  results  to  be  generalised  to  paolcuiar  groups  of  pilots. 

The  information  gained  from  this  survey  will  be  used  by  the  Montgomery  County  AFSS  to;  a)  determine 
in  what  ways  users  perceiw  that  their  needs  are  or  are  not  being  met,  b)  determine  the  level  of  awareness 
of  the  services  provided  by  AFSSs,  c)  establish  a  method  of  Identifying  system  weaknesses,  and  d)  obtain 
an  evaluation  of  services  which  will  contribute  to  making  decisions  regarding  future  system  improventent. 
Tite  facility  pla.'is  to  rev  a*  and  revise  titeir  operational  policies,  if  appropriate,  based  on  the  results  of  tlie 
survey.  Results  of  the  ^ey  will  also  be  provided  to  Regional  and  Headquarters  managers. 


MKTHOI) 

Subjects  were  randontly  selected  from  all  pilots  in  the  FAA  Airnten  Directory  File  whose  addresses  of 
record  fell  in  the  Montgontcry  County  AFSS's  flight  plan  area  as  of  Jurtc  1989.  The  Airmen  Directory 
Fite  contains  a  record  for  each  certified  airman  who  has  been  issued  a  valid  airnten  medical  certificate 
within  the  last  25  months.  'Ihe  file  is  updated  twice  a  year. 

It  w-as  expected  iltst  different  types  of  pilots  might  utHiac  AFSS  services  differentially,  and  mlglti  have 
different  perceptions  and  concents  about  the  flight  services  provided  by  the  Montgomery  County  AFSS. 
Consequently,  santpling  wa*  stratified  by  pilot  certificate  (airline  transport,  commercial,  private,  and 
student)  to  allow  the  results  to  be  generalised  to  each  type  of  certificate  holder. 

l-ormula  4.19  from  Schaeffer,  Mendenhall,  and  Oti  (1979)  was  used  to  determine  the  sample  sice  required 
for  each  pilot  group,  assuming  a  5%  bound  on  the  error  of  estimation.  1110  sample  si/e  identified  .ns 
appropriate  for  each  group  was  doubled  to  insure  that  even  if  only  505»  of  the  chosen  sample  responded, 
the  number  of  responses  would  be  sufficient  to  insure  the  556  bound  on  the  error  of  estimation.  Procedures 
from  die  SPSS-X  statistical  package  were  used  to  separate  the  airmen  population  into  the  different  certificate 
categories  and  select  each  random  sample.  A  total  of  2,292  pilots  was  selected  using  this  method;  554 
heiti  airline  transport  pilot  ccnificaies,  554  held  commercial  pilot  certificates,  656  licid  private  pilot 
certificates,  and  528  held  student  pilot  certificates. 

i>rQcedtirc 


Development.  The  Instrument  was  based  on  a  set  of  questions  identified  by  the  specialists  at  the 
Montgomery  County  AFSS.  These  questions  were  rcfir.cd  a  number  of  times,  then  reviewed  by  a  certified 
flight  instructor,  a  human  performance  Investigator  for  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board,  and  a 
group  of  six  non-government  pilots  identified  by  an  Aviation  Safety  Inspector  assigned  to  FAA  Flight 
Standards  District  Office  67.  The  pilots  were  asked  to  record  the  amount  of  time  required  to  complete  the 
questionnaire  and  any  comments  they  had  about  the  questions.  Their  comments,  and  those  of  the  oilier 
levlewcrs,  were  coordinated  with  }Krson.nel  from  the  Montgomery  County  AFSS  and  many  were 
iiK'tiTpo'aied  into  the  final  versio.)  of  the  questionnaire. 


the  final  wrilon  of  Oic  ouMfionnairc  conulrxd  56  Itenw;  14  dtallni  with  inforinsfion  aboui  rcccni  flying 
oxpcriinco,  3  ikatlns  wliH  ihe  amount  of  limo  required  to  comaet.  a  pitot  vt'eaiher  briefer.  10  dealing  with 
the  amount  of  utiliratlon  of  aneeific  AFSS  serviecj,  3  dealing  wiiit'jhc  type  of  ^^-eaiher  briefing  typically 
requeated,  6  dealing  with  utilisation  of  specific  innighi  and  UPAS  services  or  procedures,  6  dealing  with 
satisfaction  i^ui  specific  APSS  services,  1  dealing  with  use  of  the  'Fast  Pile'  system  to  file  flight  plans, 
6  dealing  with  ratings  about  Monigoitter)*  County  specialists,  5  dealing  with  satisfaction  and  ^tiliarity 
with  Montgomery  County  specialists  and  services.  I  comparing  the  services  provided  by  Montgomery 
County  APSS  with  those  provided  by  other  APSSs,  and  i  indicating  whether  the  rcsfKsndeni  would  be 
interested  In  receiving  additional  information  about  Al-SS  services. 

Mailini.  A  cover  letter  describing  the  project  and  a  printed  questionnaire  '^'cre  administered  by  mail  to 
the  sample  of  pilots  described  above  (Appendix  A  contains  a  sample  of  the  package).  Respondents  recorded 
their  airswers  on  an  optically  scaniKd  mark  sense  form  and  returited  it  in  a  prepaid  mailing  envelope,  along 
with  a  bandvktitten  comment  sheet  and  request  for  additional  Information.  The  inforn>ailon  recorded  on 
thvj  forms  was  transferred  to  a  Digital  VAX  1 1/780-8350  cluster  system  for  funher  analysis. 

Respondents  vtMrc  assured  that  their  names  nsv old  not  be  associated  wiih  hKlivIdual  responses  after  the  data 
had  been  processed.  Movvever,  a  code  number  was  assigned  to  eacli  name  to  allow  a  second  mailing 
(Including  another  copy  of  the  Questionnaire,  response  sheet,  and  mailing  envelope)  to  be  sent  to  pilots  v>ito 
did  not  respond  to  the  first  mailing.  On  the  second  malting,  a  one-page  letter  was  added  to  the  package 
which  3llo^^'ed  tltc  pilot  to  indicate  why  he  or  she  did  not  complete  the  sur^xy.  The  single  page  document 
could  be  returned  instead  of  the  response  sheet. 

iiandwrliten  contments  vvere  categorized  using  a  classification  procedure  developed  by  the  authors  and  a 
psychology  technician  from  the  URRD.  'Ihc  categories  identified  whether  die  comntents  positive  or 
negative  aiui  the  general  content  of  die  comntent  within  each  of  these  classifications.  ITircc  Independent 
revie\x'ers  used  the  classification  procedure  to  categorize  up  to  5  discrete  comments  for  each  pitot.  Any 
discrepancies  in  the  categorization  of  comments  vk'crc  discussed  until  a  consensus  was  acldcvcd. 


RESULT'S 
Return  rates 

DJsccepaDClcs.Qf  self?rct)QC^.->yjdi  -CeflifigatiQn_tecQrds.  Tlic  number  sampled  in  caclt  group  of  pilots  was 
based  upon  the  class  of  ah  men  certificate  recorded  for  e.ich  pilot  in  the  Airmen  Directory  !-ile.  When  the 
surveys  u-erc  returned,  84  pilots  reported  diat  their  nwst  advanced  certificate  was  different  than  tliat  whielj 
had  been  recorded  for  them.  In  nK>st  cases,  differences  in  cenlficates  occurred  because  pilots  reported  that 
d>eir  nwsi  advanced  ccnificate  was  lilghcr  than  the  one  recorded  in  die  file.  For  example,  8  pilots  recorded 
as  commercial,  16  pilots  recorded  as  private,  and  54  pilots  recorded  as  student  reported  that  iliclr  most 
advanced  certificate  was  Idgher  tlian  liiat  recorded  in  the  file.  Uov^-cver,  two  pilots  recorded  as  airline 
iranstK)rt  pilots,  1  pilot  recorded  as  comntcrelal,  and  4  pilots  recorded  as  private  reponed  liiat  their  most 
advanced  certificate  s^'as  lo'^'cr  tlian  what  was  recorded  in  die  Airmen  Directory  File. 

For  the  puqmse  of  the  study,  if  a  pilot  reponed  diat  their  "most  advanced  ccniricatlon*  was  different  than 
die  ccnificate  contained  in  the  AirnKn  Directory  File,  d>clr  self-report  was  used  for  categorization.  'Die 
'most'  advanced  certification*  for  diose  wlio  turned  In  only  the  sIjccI  indicating  why  dtcy  did  not  complete 
the  survey  and  did  not  report  die  certificate  held,  was  assumed  to  be  that  wliicli  was  coded  in  die  Airmen 
Directory  File. 
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)^e<pcmlgnti.  With  ihs:  exception  of  (he  student  pilots,  return  rates  vti'cre  verj'  consistent  across  groups 
regardless  of  type  of  certificate  held.  While  only  about  24%  (n"126)  of  student  pilots  returned  their 
surs’cys,  60%  in»395)  of  private  pilots.  60%  (n"330)  of  comnwrclal  pilots,  and  59%  (n"326)  of  airline 
transpon  pilots  returned  their  survxy//.  The  low  return  rate  made  it  dimcult  to  getteralize  Uie  results  of  the 
surs'ey  to  the  population  of  student  pilots.  Consequently,  the  group  of  student  pilou  was  eliminated  from 
further  analyses. 

Surveys  subrnltted  by  21  other  pilots  vverc  also  eliminated  from  further  analyses  because  they  indicated  in 
their  eomrnents  that  they  I)  had  not  flown  for  at  least  3  years  (and  thus  could  not  have  used  Mentgomery 
County  AFSS'  automated  service*,),  or  2)  had  not  used  the  services  provided  by  tltc  Montgomery  County 
APSS  (because  they  obtained  mthcr  and  flight  plan  services  from  another  source  or  used  tlte  services  of 
another  FSS  or  Af-SS).  The  rwponscs  of  commercial  pilots  who  reponed  iltat  tJtcy  used  the  Cn  Route 
Flight  Advisory  Services  (EFAS)  provided  by  Montgomery  County  AI^S  were  retained,  even  if  they 
reported  using  none  of  the  other  available  services. 

Nonresportdenis.  About  nw  percent  (118)  of  the  2,292  surveys  mailed  were  not  deliverable  bec.ausc  they 
had  incorrect  addresses.  No  other  addresses  which  were  more  accurate  could  be  obtained  for  Utese  pilots. 
Ilte  highest  proportion  of  surveys  with  incorrect  addresses  liad  been  mailed  to  student  nilot.<  (44%),  About 
25%  were  addressed  to  private  pilots,  16%  were  addressed  to  comnterelal  pilots,  and  15%  were  addressed 
to  airline  transport  pilots. 

Oterall,  1,177  surveys  were  returned.  Tlirce  hundred  and  twenty-six  (28%)  of  the  returns  were  the  single 
p.nge  forms  that  had  Wen  sent  with  die  second  mailing  to  request  information  .about  why  tlie  first  mailinc 
was  not  returned.  More  student  pilot  respondents  returned  single  page  fornts  titan  any  other  group  of 
respondents  (about  48%  (61)  of  student  pilots).  About  22%  (88)  of  private  pilot  respondents.  24%  (80) 
of  comnterelal  pilot  respondents,  and  30%  (97)  of  airline  transport  pilot  respondeitts  also  returned  only  the 
single  page  response  sheet  form. 

Most  private  (73%),  commercial  (64%),  and  airline  transport  pilots  (85%)  wlio  completed  the  single  p.ig< 
response  fornt  reported  that  they  did  so  bectiuse  they  do  not  use  the  services  of  tltc  .Montgomery  County 
AFSS.  Only  39%  of  student  pilots  who  returned  the  single  p.igc  fornt  refiorted  iJtai  they  do  not  use  tltc 
services  of  that  particular  AFSS.  On  die  other  hand,  a  hlglter  percentage  of  student  pilots  (48%)  than 
pilots  widt  other  types  of  certificates  (ranging  from  9-25%)  reported  dtai  they  did  not  complete  the  survey 
becatise  they  no  longer  fly  as  pilots. 

C^ggtaphlss. 

Overall,  65%  of  die  rcmainini  725  pilot  respondents  who  completed  the  survey  indicated  that  they  liavc 
an  instrunteni  rating.  About  22%  of  private  pitots,  87%  of  commercial  pilots,  and  all  airline  transport 
pilots  reported  holding  an  instrtintent  rating. 

Hours  of  flight.  Twenty-nine  private  pilots,  twenty-two  comntcrcia!  pilots,  and  seven  airline  transpon 
pilots  reported  not  flying  at  all  during  the  last  6  months.  Tables  1  and  2  show  the  number  of  hours  that 
pilots  vvith  different  types  of  certificates  reponed  flying  during  die  previous  6  mondis  by  dte  type  of  flight, 
type  of  activity,  and  type  of  aircraft.  Generally,  few*  pilots  reported  spending  any  hours  flying  IFR  for 
personal  business/pleasure,  turbo-prop  aircraft,  or  flying  cither  single-engine  pressurized  or  turbodiarged 
or  multi  engine  pressurized  r  lurboeharged  aircraft. 
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TABU;  I 


NUMBliR  OF  HOURS  FLOWN  PER  MONTH,  DURING  UST  6  MONTHS 

BY  TYPE  OF  FLIGHT 

MOST  advanced  CERTIFICATE  flOU) 


PRIVATE  COMMERCIAL  AlRLINB 
PILOT  PILOT  Tl'.ANSI'ORT 

PItm 


N 

% 

N 

% 

N 

% 

VFR  TOR  PERSONAL  BUSINESS 

NO  HOURS 

155 

53.3^ 

120 

50.8% 

165 

77.1% 

HO  HOURS 

S7 

29.9S 

70 

29.7% 

31 

14.5% 

U-50  HOURS 

37 

12.7K 

32 

13.6% 

12 

5.6% 

MORE  THAN  50  HRS 

12 

4,1^^ 

14 

5.9% 

6 

2.8% 

Hit  FOR  PERSONAL  BUSINf-SS 

NO  HOURS 

245 

S5.7» 

150 

63.8% 

169 

79.3% 

MO  HOURS 

31 

10.S% 

56 

23.8% 

33 

15.5% 

U-SO  HOURS 

S 

2.8% 

20 

8.5% 

5 

2  3% 

MORE  THAN  50  HRS 

r> 

«» 

.7% 

9 

3.8% 

6 

2.8% 

VF-R  FOR  PL&VSURE 

NO  HOURS 

56 

19.1% 

91 

37.9% 

149 

70.0% 

MO  HOURS 

149 

50.9% 

105 

43.8% 

51 

23  9% 

n-50  HOURS 

77 

26.3% 

36 

15.0% 

9 

4.2% 

MORE  THAN  50  HRS 

tl 

3.8% 

8 

3.3% 

4 

1.9% 

ini  FOR  PUy\SURE 

NO  HOURS 

243 

85.0% 

175 

74.8% 

186 

87.7% 

MO  HOURS 

37 

12.9% 

50 

21.4% 

21 

99% 

11-50  HOURS 

5 

17% 

7 

3.0% 

4 

1.9% 

MORE  THAN  50  HRS 

1 

.3% 

2 

,9% 

1 

.5% 

VFR  COMMFUtCIAL  FOR  HIRE 

NO  HOURS 

284 

100% 

141 

60.0% 

139 

64.7% 

MO  HOURS 

27 

11.5% 

24 

11,2% 

n-50  HOURS 

30 

12.8% 

10.2% 

MORE  THAN  50  HRS 

37 

15.7% 

30 

14.0% 

IFR  COMMERCIAL  FOR  HIRE 

NO  HOURS 

282 

100% 

167 

71.7% 

47 

21.5% 

MO  HOURS 

30 

12.9% 

25 

11.4% 

11-50  HOURS 

19 

8.2% 

33 

15.1% 

MORE  THAN  50  HRS 

17 

7.3% 

114 

52.1% 
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TAOLU  2 


NUMOUR  OU  HOURS  PLOWN  l*t;R  SfONTH,  DURING  UST  6  MONTHS 
OV  AlRCRAFf  USUL; 


MOST  ADVANCUO  CURTIPtCATU  HUU) 


PRIVATU  COMMBRCIAL  AIRLINE 
PILOT  PILOT  *rRANSIK>RT 

PII^T 

%  N  N  » 


MiNGlNU  UNPRUSSURP^UO  AlRCRAPT 


NO  HOURS 

39 

13.15^ 

58 

24.1ft 

129 

60.3  ft 

MO  HOURS 

133 

44.8S 

69 

28.6ft 

53 

24.8ft 

11-50  HOURS 

98 

33.0^ 

67 

27.Sft 

18 

8.4ft 

MORE  THAN  50  HRS 

37 

9.1ft 

47 

19.5ft 

14 

6.5» 

l-BNGINU  PRESSURIZED  OR 

TURDOCHARGUO  AlRCRAPT 

NO  HOURS 

26^ 

92.3ft 

208 

S9.3ft 

201 

95.3ft 

MO  HOURS 

14 

4.9ft 

16 

6.9  ft 

9 

4.3ft 

11-50  HOURS 

5 

1.7ft 

7 

3.0ft 

MORE  THAN  50  HRS 

3 

1.0ft 

2 

.9ft 

1 

.5ft 

MULTI-ENGINE  UNPRESSURIZED  CRAFP 

NO  HOURS 

2W 

94.0ft 

162 

69.5  ft 

155 

72.8ft 

MO  HOURS 

11 

3.9ft 

36 

15.5ft 

31 

14.6ft 

11-50  HOURS 

3 

1.1ft 

24 

10.3S 

13 

6.1ft 

MORE  71IAN  50  HRS 

3 

Lift 

It 

4.7ft 

14 

6.6ft 

MULTI-ENGINE  PRESSURIZED  OR 

TURBOCHARGED  AIRCRAFP 

NO  HOURS 

278 

97.9ft 

203 

87.Sft 

172 

80.8ft 

MO  HOURS 

0 

.7ft 

IS 

6,5ft 

17 

8.0ft 

11-50  HOURS 

3 

1.1ft 

6 

2.6ft 

6 

2.8ft 

MORE  THAN  50  HRS 

1 

.4ft 

8 

3.4  ft 

IS 

8.5  ft 

TURBO-PROP  AIRCRAFP 

NO  HOURS 

283 

100ft 

202 

86.7  ft 

157 

74.1ft 

MO  HOURS 

8 

3.4ft 

13 

6.1ft 

11-50  HOURS 

11 

4.7ft 

19 

9.0ft 

MORE  THAN  50  HRS 

12 

5.2ft 

23 

10.8ft 

Jirr  AIRCRAFT 

NO  HOURS 

281 

99.3ft 

203 

86.8ft 

67 

30.7ft 

MO  HOURS 

2 

.7  ft 

5 

2.1  ft 

10 

4.6ft 

11-50  HOURS 

11 

4.7  ft 

34 

15.6ft 

MORE  THAN  50  HRS 

15 

6.4  ft 

107 

49.1  ft 
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Addiiloiwl^iislyiis  wcrt  coiiducjcd  which  fonhcr  combined  pilot  isrounj  (rcipondcmi  wtre  catcgori«d 
as  ciihcf  ■’0  K-~-  *  or  'ntorc  d»3<i  0  hours*  spent  makln*  each  typo  of  (liint  or  Oylng  each  type  of  aireran.) 
“nic  analyse*  itle.rtifi?(l  wnse  significant  differences  in  the  frcqiKnf  ies  with  which  certain  typ«  of  pilots 
reported  making  different  types  of  flights.  The  results  of  the  chi  square  statistics  produced  from  these 
analyses  are  showiii  in  Appendix  0  and  arc  discussed  below. 

1‘rivaic  and  contmercial  pilots  reported  flying  VFR  for  personal  business  with  about  equal  frequency,  but 
both  made  Vl^  business  flights  significantly  more  frequently  than  did  airline  transport  pilots.  I^ivatc 
pilots  were  significantly  nwrc  likely  to  fly  m  for  pleasure  and  fly  single  engine  unpr«surl/cd  aircraft 
than  were  both  comntercial  and  airline  transport  nik»$.  Conmwrclal  pilots  were  also  significantly  nwrc 
likeiy  to  ntakc  these  types  of  flights  than  were  airline  transport  pilots. 

Contmercial  pilots  were  nwrc  likely  to  report  flying  IFR  for  jicrsonal  business  and  for  pleasure  ihatt  were 
cither  private  or  airline  transport  pilots.  The  frequency  with  which  private  and  airline  transport  pilots 
reported  making  these  types  of  nights  did  not  differ  significantly. 

ITivate  pltou  were  significantly  less  likely  to  report  flying  multi-engine  unpres$url«d  alrerafk  multi* 
engine  pressurlted  or  turbocharged  aircraft  than  were  either  cotnntercial  and  alrlltw  transport  pilots,  ina 
frequency  with  which  comntercTal  and  airline  transport  pilots  reported  ntaking  these  typ«  of  flights  did 
not  differ  significantly. 

No  slgnificatu  differences  were  obser%ed  between  airlltw  transport  and  comnwreial  pilots  in  the  frequency 
of  making  Vl-R  eomnwrclal  flights  or  flying  single-engine  prcssurlccd  or  turbocharged  aircraft. 

However,  airline  transport  pilots  were  significantly  nwrc  likely  than  comntercial  pilots  lo  repon  making 
IFR  commercial  flights  attd  flying  turbo-prop  aircraft  and  jet  aircraft.  Frivate  pilots  were  excluded  from 
these  analyses  because  they  did  not  nuke  comntercial  nights  or  fly  turbo-prop  aircraft.  Two  NASA  pilots 
with  private  pilot  certificates  reported  flying  jet  aireran,  but  because  of  the  Infrequency  of  occurrence, 
those  data  were  not  analyzed. 

,Uiili2aticn.fifjgf.vl£g5 

Specific  cquinment  and  services.  A  series  of  Items  was  included  which  assessed  pilots*  utiliz.’ttion  of 
specific  wcatlicr  briefing  services  provided  by  cither  AFSSs  or  nongovernmental  sources.  Tlicse  servi'*  * 
include  Utc  Telephone  Inrormaiion  Bfiefing  System  fTIBSl,  the  Interim  Voice  Response  System  (IVi 
an  AFSS  prefiighi  spcclailsi,  the  AM  Weather  Television  show  on  PBS.  television,  radio  stalloi, 
newspawr  reports  of  weather,  private  companies,  an  AFSS  Inflight  specialist,  Utc  Transcribed  Weati 
BrosdoiiiP  fTWCB)  on  the  GLS  ND8,  the  Hazardous  Inflight  WcaUicr  Advisory  Service  (HIWAS) 
the  Fat  Rowe  Flight  Advisory  Service  (OFAS,  also  called  'Flight  Watcli*). 

TIBS  pvovidcs  wcaUtcr  information  recorded  by  AFSS  specialists  which  Is  accessible  to  pilots  by  toiidi* 
tone  phone.  TIBS  includes  a  generalized  wcaUicr  briefing  Iti  an  area  or  along  a  limited  set  of  routes.  Utc 
recording  is  updated  periodically  and  as  conditions  change.  IVRS  is  a  service  run  by  a  contractor  which 
provides  wcaUtcr  Information  also  accessible  by  touch-tone  phone.  ITte  data  used  for  IVRS  arc  based  on 
FAA  wcaUier  data  received  from  Utc  Kansas  City  WcaUicr  Message  Switching  Center.  IVRS  incorporates 
more  detailed  weather  information  Utan  does  TIBS,  but  docs  not  provide  Notices  to  Airmen  (NOTAMs) 
for  any  portion  of  a  flight.  The  TWHB  Is  a  continuous  recording  of  meteorological  and  some  aeronautical 
information,  covering  the  basic  flight  plan  area,  Utat  Is  broadcast  on  a  Nondircctional  Beacon  (NDB)  to 
be  received  Inflight.  The  HIWA.S  is  a  continuous  broadcast  of  Inflight  hazardous  wcaUicr  advisories 
obtained  from  the  National  WcaUicr  Service  or  urgent  pilot  weaUter  reports.  These  advisories  predict  or 
identify  locations  of  conditions  hazardous  to  aircraft  Inflight. 

FAA  prcflighi  specialists  communicate  to  pilots  the  meteorological  and  aeronautical  information  necessary 
prior  0  a  flight.  Preflight  specialists  provide  current  information  (wcaUier  and  NOTAMs)  applicable  to 
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ific  nllM’j  rouie  of  ni|hi.  l-AA  Innighi  jp<clallj«  provWc  Information  similar  to  that  provided  by  the 
pnenighi  specialist,  but  they  comntunlcate  by  radio  v.i'th  pilots  who  are  already  aloft.  Inflight  specialists 
draw  much  of  their  Information  from  current  weather  observations  and  reporu. 

Iltc  AM  Weatlicr  television  show,  produced  by  the  National  Weather  Service,  is  shown  on  I’ubllc 
Droadcasting  System  afflllaied  stations  each  ntotning.  The  show,  targeted  to  aviation  viewers,  provides 
general  Information  about  expected  weather  across  the  country  for  the  coming  day.  Viewers  are  reminded 
to  obt.iln  a  complete  weatlicr  briefing  prior  to  departure.  Television,  radio,  ajid  newspaper  wcadisr  rejwrts 
are  very  general  and  do  not  contain  Information  required  for  flight  planning. 

A  number  of  private  companies  offer  weather  services.  These  Include  alphanumeric  and  gr.aphlcal  displitys 
of  weatlicr  Information,  based  In  some  cases  on  Imetprctatlons  made  by  staff  metcorologls«.  vcrb.il 
brlefiiigs  are  provided  by  son>e  companies,  white  others  allow  the  pitot  to  access  Uicir  weather  d.’ita  bitse 
using  a  personal  computer  and  print  out  a  hard  copy  of  a  weather  briefing  or  weather  maps.  Note  dial 
at  the  time  this  surviiy  was  administered  (July  1989),  the  Direct  User  Access  Terminal  system  (DUAT) 
was  txit  yet  on  line  (implementation  took  place  In  September  1989).  ‘nuis,  pilots’  J  tdgments  about  use 
of  weather  sersdees  provided  by  private  companies  does  not  encompass  die  DUAT  system. 

The  CPAS  specialist  provides  en  route  aircraft  with  timely  Inflight  weather  .advisories  penineni  to  a  pilot's 
route  of  flight.  ‘Die  weather  sources  used  by  the  HFAS  specialist  Include  real-time  color  weather  rad.ar, 
National  Weather  Service  outlets,  pilot  w’eathcr  reports,  t  id  Geostationary  (^rational  Knvlronmental 
Satellite  (COl-S)  Imagery  products. 

Table  3  shows  die  percentage  of  flights  on  which  each  type  of  pilot  reported  using  each  type  of  service 
as  their  primary  weather  source.  The  high  percentage  of  pilots  indicating  diat  they  used  each  type  of 
service  suggests  that  the  pilots  may  have  responded  to  these  Items  as  if  diey  werensked  to  report  on  what 
percentage  of  their  flights  they  used  each  service  as  an  important  wtaihcr  soui  i,  r.iiher  tli.an  on  what 
percentage  of  their  flights  they  used  each  as  their  primaf\‘  wcadicr  source.  Ilic  way  in  which  pilots 
responded  to  these  Items  makes  It  dlfficuli  to  Interpret  the  responses. 


TAHU:  3 

ON  WHAT  %  OF  YOUR  FLIGHTS  DO  YOU  USE  THE  FOLLOWING 
AS  YOUR  PRIMARY  WEATHER  SOURCE? 

MOST  ADVANCED  CERTIFICATE  HELD 

PRIVATE  COMMERCIAL  AIRLINE 
PILOT  PILOT  TRANSIX3RT 

PILOT 


N 

% 

N 

% 

N 

% 

TELEPHONE  INFORMATION  BRIEFING  SYSTEM  (TIBS) 

DO  NOT  USE 

107 

35.9% 

94 

39.5% 

135 

61.9% 

<  =  50%  OF  TIME 

96 

32.2% 

97 

40.8% 

63 

28.9% 

>  50%  OF  TIME 

95 

31.9% 

47 

19.7% 

20 

9.2% 

INTERIM  VOICE  RESPONSE  SYSTEM 

(IVRS) 

DO  NOT  USE 

209 

71.3% 

147 

62.0% 

167 

76.3% 

<  =  50%  OF  TIME 

74 

25.3% 

76 

32.1% 

46 

21.0% 

>  50%  OF  TIME 

10 

3.4% 

14 

5.9% 

6 

2.7% 
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TADUl  3  (conrtnucd) 


I 


ON  WHAT  %  OF  YOUR  FLIGHTS  DO  YOU  USE  THE  FOLLOWING 
AS  YOUR  PRIMARY  WEATHER  SOURCE? 

MOST  advanced  CERTIFICATE  HEU) 


private  commercial  airline 

PILOT  PILOT  TRANSI'ORT 

pilot 


N 

% 

N 

% 

N 

% 

AFSS  PREFUGHT  SPECIALIST 

DO  NOT  USE 

59 

20.0% 

62 

25.9% 

7/ 

34.8% 

<  -505&OFTIME 

104 

35.3% 

77 

32.2% 

58 

26.2% 

>  30%  OF  TIME 

132 

44.7% 

100 

41.8% 

86 

38.9% 

AM  WEATHER  TV  SHOW 

IX)  NOT  USE 

145 

48.7% 

97 

40.2% 

103 

46.3% 

<  -50%  OF  TIME 

98 

32.9% 

107 

44.4% 

90 

40.9% 

>  50%  OF  TIME 

55 

18.5% 

37 

1.5.4% 

27 

12.3% 

TV,  RADIO,  NEWSPAPER  REPORTS 

DO  NOT  USE 

98 

32.9% 

67 

28.0% 

84 

38.2% 

<  -50%  OF  TIME 

125 

41.9% 

115 

48.1% 

98 

44.5% 

>  50%  OF  TIME 

75 

25.2% 

57 

23.8% 

38 

17.3% 

PRIVATE  COMPANY 

DO  NOT  USE 

252 

85.4% 

171 

72.5% 

87 

39.7% 

<  -50%  OF  TIME 

38 

12.9% 

38 

16.1% 

39 

17.8% 

>  50%  OF  TIME 

5 

1.7% 

27 

n.4% 

93 

42.5% 

FSS  INFLIGHT  SPECIALIST 

DO  NOT  USE 

80 

27.2% 

46 

19.2% 

53 

24.0% 

<  -  50%  OF  TIME 

154 

52.4% 

135 

56.3% 

117 

52.9% 

>  50%  OF  TIME 

60 

20.4% 

59 

24.6% 

51 

23.1% 

TRANSCRIBED  WEATHER  BROADCAST  ON  THE  Gl-S  NDB 

DO  NOT  USE 

149 

50.5% 

110 

45.6% 

116 

52.7% 

<  -  50%  OF  TIME 

122 

41.4% 

112 

46.5% 

95 

43.2% 

>  50%  OF  TIME 

24 

8.1% 

19 

7.9% 

9 

4.1% 

HAZARDOUS  INFLIGHT  WEATHER  ADVISORY  SERVICE  (HIWAS) 

DO  NOT  USE 

196 

66,9% 

131 

54.8% 

88 

40.0% 

<  =  50%  OF  TIME 

83 

28.3% 

92 

38.5% 

107 

48.6% 

>  50%  OF  TIME 

14 

4.8% 

16 

6.7% 

25 

11.4% 

EN  ROUTE  FLIGHT  ADVISORY  SERVICE  (EFAS) 

DO  NOT  USE 

71 

23.9% 

51 

21.3% 

36 

16.4% 

<  =  £0%  OF  TIME 

148 

49.8% 

127 

52.9% 

134 

60.9% 

>  50%  OF  TIME 

78 

25.3% 

62 

25.8% 

50 

22.7% 
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Additional  analywj  \^•crc  conducted  to  compare  the  pcrccniaic  of  pilou  responding  that  they  used  the 
ctiulpmeni  or  services  with  the  percentage  who  did  not  use  the  services,  and  to  assess  the  frequency  of  use 
for  those  who  responded  dial  'hey  used  the  equipment  or  services.  In  these  ch!  square  analyses,  uslni’  a 
$1101110.11106  level  of  .01,  comparisons  were  made  to  determine  whether  the  pilot  groups  differed 
slgnifieantly  In  their  usage  of  specific  APSS  services.  Tht  .esulu  arc  reponed  in  Appendices  C  and  D. 

Appendix  C  shows  no  significant  differences  between  pilot  groups  In  the  percentage  reporting  that  they 
used  die  AM  Weather  television  show;  reports  from  television,  radio,  etc.;  an  AI-SS  infilghi  specialist; 
the  Transcribed  Weather  Hroadcasi  Q'WGB);  and  the  En  Route  Plight  Advisory  Service  (EPAS).  However, 
a  significantly  lower  percentage  of  airline  transport  pilots  dtan  both  private  and  comnKrclal  pitots  reported 
using  the  Telephone  Information  Briefing  System  CflBS)  and  a  significantly  lower  percentage  of  airline 
trans^n  pilots  than  private  pilots  reponed  using  an  APSS  prefiight  specialist.  Also,  all  groups  differed 
slgnillcantly  In  their  use  of  a  private  weather  service  and  the  Hazardous  Inflight  Weather  Advisory  Service 
(IIIWAS).  Airline  pilots  reported  using  both  private  weather  services  and  the  HIWAS  most  frequently; 
private  pilots  reported  using  these  services  least  frequently.  A  significantly  higher  percentage  of 
commercial  pilots  than  a’rline  transport  pilots  reported  using  the  Interim  Voice  Response  System  (IVRS). 

Appendix  D  shows  the  results  of  analyses  which  compared  the  frequency  of  utilization  of  particular  APSS 
services  for  members  of  each  group  of  pilots  reporting  that  they  use  the  services.  Por  most  of  the  services 
listed,  the  frequency  of  utilization  old  not  differ  as  a  function  of  die  type  of  pilot  certificate  held.  However, 
a  higher  iierceniage  of  airline  transport  pilots  than  commercial  pilots,  and  a  higher  percentage  of 
commercial  pilots  man  private  pilots  reported  using  a  private  weather  service  more  than  50%  of  the  time. 
Also,  private  pilots  reported  using  the  TIBS  more  frequently  than  did  both  commercial  pilots  and  airline 
transport  pilots. 


TABLE  4 

WHAT  %  OP  THE  TIME  DO  YOU  ASK  POR  THE  POLLOWING 
WHEN  CONTACTING  A  PILOT  WEATHER  BRIEPER? 

MOST  ADVANCED  CERTIFICATE  HELD 


PRIVATE  COMMERCIAL  AIRLINE 
PILOT  PILOT  TRANSTORT 

PILOT 


N 

% 

N 

% 

N 

% 

STANDARD  PILOT  WEATHER  BRIEPING 

DO  NOT  USE 

37 

12.5% 

49 

20.5% 

72 

32.7% 

<  =  50%  OF  TIME 

41 

13.8% 

46 

19.2% 

46 

20.9% 

>  50%  OF  TIME 

219 

73.7% 

144 

60.3% 

102 

46.4% 

ABBREVIATED  WEATHER  BRIEFING 

DO  NOT  USE 

123 

42.1% 

90 

38.0% 

89 

40.6% 

<  =  50%  OF  TIME 

154 

52.7% 

119 

50.2% 

100 

45.7% 

>  50%  OF  TIME 

15 

5.1% 

28 

11.8% 

30 

13.7% 

AN  OUTLOOK  BRIEFING 

DO  NOT  USE 

78 

26.4% 

73 

30.5% 

94 

42.9% 

<  =  50%  OF  TIME 

137 

46.4% 

119 

49.8% 

94 

42.9% 

>  50%  OF  TIME 

80 

27.1% 

47 

19.7% 

31 

14.2% 

10 


iltlli^atiQn-Qf  briefini  stffvke?.  Tabic  4  jhottt  the  percent  of  time  pilot*  reported  asking  for  cenaln  types 
of  t^tather  briefings  when  contacting  an  Al-SS  pilot  weather  briefer.  In  geiKral,  standard  briefings  were 
requested  most  frequently,  outlook  briefings  next,  then  abbreviated  briefing*.  Chi  square  analyses,  reponed 
in  Appendix  B,  were  conducted  to  compare  the  frequency  of  requesting  particular  types  of  briefings  by 
type  of  pilot  certificate.  No  significant  differences  were  found  in  the  percentage  of  any  group  of  pilots 
requesting  abbreviated  briefings.  Airline  transpon  pilots  were  significantly  less  likely  titan  were  both 
private  and  commercial  pilots  to  teqtiesi  both  standard  and  outlook  briefings.  However,  private  aitd 
commercial  pilots  did  not  differ  significantly  In  the  frequency  of  their  requests  for  any  type  of  briefing. 

Table  5  show-s  the  percentage  of  pilots  reporting  dtat  It  required  more  or  less  than  1  minutes  to  contact  a 
pilot  weather  briefer  during  periods  of  ’nonsignificant*  and  ’significant’  weather.  Appendix  F  contains 
the  results  of  chi  square  analyses  which  compared  the  percentages  re|)oncd  by  each  type  of  pilot  certificate 
holder.  A  significantly  lower  percentage  of  private  pilots  titan  airline  transport  pilots  reponed  tliat  it  took 
ntore  than  3  minutes  to  contact  a  briefer  during  ’nonsicnificant’  weather,  and  a  significantly  tower 
percentage  of  private  pitots  than  both  comnvereiat  and  airline  tran$|)ort  pilots  reported  that  it  took  more 
Ilian  3  minutes  to  contact  a  briefer  during  ’significant’  weather.  No  significant  differences  between 
commercial  and  airline  transpon  pilots  were  observed. 

With  regard  to  this  issue,  it  must  be  noted  that  ’significant’  and  ’nonslgnificam’  were  not  defined  to  the 
pilots,  but  were  left  up  to  the  pilots*  interpretation.  Weather  perceived  as  significant  to  a  private  pilot  may 
be  perceived  as  nonsignificant  to  an  airline  transport  pitot.  Fonhermore,  times  reponed  by  pilots  to  reach 
pitot  weather  briefers  are  not  actual  measurements,  but  are  instead  dielr  perceptions  of  the  amount  of  time 
required. 


TAni.E  S 

TIME  REQUIRED  TO  REACH  A  PILOT  WEATHER  DRIEFER: 

MOST  advanced  CERTIFICATE  HEU3 


PRIVATE  COMMERCIAL  AIRLINE 
PILOT  PIIXJT  TRANSPORT 

PILOT 

ti  %  N  %  N  % 
DURING  ’NONSIGNIFICANT'  WEATHER 

3  MINUTES  OR  LESS  234  94.056  159  90.356  115  82.156 

>  3  MINUTES  15  6.0S  17  9.796  25  17.956 

DURING  ’SIGNIFICANT’  WEATHER 

3  MINUTES  OR  LESS  168  69.756  90  48.956  52  36.156 

>3  MINUTES  73  30.356  94  51.156  92  63.956 


lUili?.illon  of  InOiglit  and  EFAS  services.  Table  6  shows  responses  to  items  dealing  with  llic  utilization 
of  inlliglu  services,  panicularly  die  En  route  Flight  Advisory  Service  (EFAS.)  Examination  of  Table  5 
suggests  that  two-thirds  of  the  pilots  utilized  AFSS  inflight  services.  Additional  analyses,  reponed  In 
ApiKndix  G,  compared  rates  of  utilization  for  each  group  of  pitots.  The  results  refiected  no  significant 
differences  between  pilot  groups  in  the  percentage  who  reported  using  EFAS,  identifying  their  radio 
frequency  to  an  inflight  specialist,  or  their  position  or  altitude  when  contacting  EFAS.  Private  pilots  were 
less  likely  ih.w  were  both  commercial  and  airline  transpon  pilots  to  use  EFAS  between  10:00  p.m.  and 
6:00  a.m.  Airline  transpon  pilots  were  more  likely  to  use  the  discrete  high  altitude  EFAS  frequency  than 
were  either  private  or  commercial  pilots.  Furthermore,  commercial  pilots  were  more  likely  than  w'cre 
private  pilots  to  use  the  high  altitude  EFAS  frequency. 
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Another  onejilon  concerned  the  u«  of  the  Fast  Fite  system  to  file  flight  plans.  Results  of  a  chi  square 
analysis  show'cd  that  private  pilots  w-ere  significantly  less  likely  to  use  iltc  Fast  File  system  than  tvere  both 
conunercial  and  airline  transport  pilots.  Conunertlal  and  airline  tran$|)Oft  pilots  did  not  differ  slgnlflcantly 
in  their  utilisation  of  dte  Fast  File. 


TABLH  6 

ON  WHAT  %  OF  YOUR  FUGU  fS  DO  YOU: 


MOST  ADVANCED  CERTIFICATE  HBU) 

FRIVATE  COMMERCIAL  AIRLINE 
PILOT  PILOT  TRANS}X)RT 

PILOT 


N 

% 

N 

% 

N 

% 

IDENTIFY  YOUR  FREQUENCY  TO  INFLIGHT  SFECIAUST 

DO  NOT  USE 

90 

30.3% 

54 

22.5% 

55 

24.9% 

<  »  50»  OF  TIME 

99 

33.3% 

71 

29.6% 

48 

21.7% 

>  5055  OF  TIME 

103 

36.4% 

US 

47.9% 

US 

53,4% 

USE  EFAS 

DO  NOT  USE 

78 

26.2% 

56 

23.3% 

47 

21.4% 

<  »  50%  OF  TIME 

N8 

49.7% 

113 

47.1% 

125 

56.8% 

>  50%  OF  TIME 

72 

24.2% 

71 

29.6% 

48 

21.8% 

USE  EFAS  BimVEEN  10  FM  AND  6  AM 

DO  NOT  USE 

198 

66.9% 

115 

47.9% 

91 

41.6% 

<  »  50%  OF  TIME 

87 

29.4% 

102 

42,5% 

114 

52.1% 

>  50%  OF  TIME 

U 

3.7% 

23 

9.6% 

14 

6.4% 

IDENTIFY'  YOUR  POSITION  UPON  CONTAC/ING  EFAS 

DO  NOT  USE 

79 

26.5% 

51 

21,2% 

51 

23.4% 

<  «  50%  OF  TIME 

55 

18.5% 

35 

14.5% 

49 

22.5% 

>  50%  OF  TIME 

164 

55.0% 

155 

64.3% 

118 

54.1% 

IDENTIFY  YOUR  ALTITUDE  UPON  CONTACTING  EFAS 

DO  NOT  USE 

92 

30.9% 

64 

26.7% 

61 

28.0% 

<  =  50%  OF  TIME 

87 

29.2% 

61 

25.4% 

68 

31.2% 

>  50%  OF  TIME 

119 

39.9% 

115 

47,9% 

89 

40.8% 

USE  THE  DISCRETE  HIGH  ALTITUDE  EFAS  FREQUENCY 

DO  NOT  USE 

27i 

91.6% 

181 

75.4% 

91 

41.4% 

<  50%  OF  TIME 

21 

7.1% 

38 

15.8% 

62 

28.2% 

>  50%  OF  TIME 

4 

1.4% 

21 

8.8% 

67 

30.5% 

USE  THE  FAST  FILE  SYSTEM  TO  FILE  FLIGHT  PLANS 

DO  NOT  USE 

209 

70.4% 

142 

59.7% 

122 

55.2% 

<  =  50%  OF  TIME 

79 

26.6% 

83 

34.9% 

79 

35.7% 

>  50%  OF  TIME 

9 

3.0% 

13 

5.5% 

20 

9.0% 

12 


SatisfatUaiL^iA.KDjKj 

'Oic  iwsi  section  concerns  the  extent  to  which  pilots  repotted  that  they  were  satisfied  witli  variotis  aspects 
of  tlie  services  provWetl  by  the  Montgotnery  County  AI^S.  The  section  will  address  satisfaction  with 
specific  types  of  services,  the  perceived  adequacy  of  the  briefings  provided,  and  the  os-erali  satisfaction 
with  the  liiEhi  services  provided  by  Montgontery  County  Al-'SS.  Ilte  relative  frequency  of  responses  will 
be  analyrcd  first,  dwn  relationships  between  diiferem  items  will  be  analyzed. 

Satisfaction  with  specific  services.  Table  7  shows  the  percentage  of  pilots  reporting  differing  degrees  of 
satisfaction  with  specific  cquipoKiu  and  services.  Those  responding  dtat  titcy  did  not  use  tite  services  were 
excluded  from  the  analyses.  A  general  eumination  of  the  data  suggests  that  airline  transiton  pilots  were 
less  satisfied  and  pris-ate  pilots  were  ntore  satisfied  with  tlie  services  described,  with  the  exception  of  die 
mWAS  and  liFAS. 

Appendix  H  shows  the  results  of  more  specific  statistical  analyses  which  compared  the  percentage  of  pitots 
In  each  group  who  expressed  satisfaction  widi  each  type  of  service  provided.  For  tlw  purpose  of  this 
analysis,  the  responses  were  combined  into  two  categories:  those  responding  ‘Not  at  ail'  or  'To  a  limited 
extent*  were  categorized  as  'Not  satisfied.'  while  those  responding  'To  a  moderate  extent,'  'To  a 
consider.iblc  extent,'  or  'To  a  great  extent*  were  categorized  as  'Satisfied.'  Tills  meiiod  of  categoriz-itioit 
was  used  to  allow  contparlson  results  of  tills  survey  witli  results  of  oiltcr  user  surveys. 

llte  results  suggest  liiat  a  higher  percentage  of  private  pilots  than  bodi  airline  transport  pilots  and 
contmcrcial  pilots  were  satisfied  wid»  die  anwunt  of  tintc  required  to  contact  a  pilot  weather  briefer. 
Ftinhermorc,  a  higher  percentage  of  private  pitots  were  satisfied  w  a  il>c  TIBS,  dtc  IVRS,  the  pilot  weailicr 
briefings,  and  die  T\Vnn  than  were  airline  transport  pilots.  No  oiltcr  significant  differences  occurred 
between  private  and  commercial  pilots  and  no  significant  differences  occurred  between  commercial  and 
airline  transport  pilots  in  die  percentage  rcjtoning  satisfaction  with  any  of  the  services. 


TA9I.G  7 

TO  WHAT  nXTGNT  ARG  YOU  SATISFIGD  WITH  THG  FOILOWING: 

MOST  ADVANCGD  CGRTIIdCATC  HGLD 


PRIVATG  COMMGRCIAI.  AIRLINC 
PILOT  PILOT  TRANSroRT 

PILOT 


N 

% 

~"n 

•aaaaaaaavaa 

% 

N 

% 

TELEPHONE  INFORMATION  BRIEFING  SYSTEM 

(TIBS) 

NOT  AT  ALL 

U 

5,3% 

7 

4.7% 

14 

12.4% 

TO  A  LIMITED  EXTENT 

30 

14.6% 

29 

19.5% 

29 

25.7% 

TO  A  MODERATE  EXTENT 

34 

16.5% 

28 

18.8% 

20 

17.7% 

TO  A  CONSIDERABLE  EXTENT 

57 

27.7% 

37 

24.8% 

17 

15.0% 

TO  A  GREAT  EXTENT 

74 

35.9% 

48 

32.2% 

33 

29.2% 

INTGRIM  VOICE  RESPONSE  SYSTEM  (IVRS) 


NOT  AT  ALL 

18 

18.8% 

20 

21.5% 

23 

24.5% 

TO  A  LIMITED  EXTENT 

15 

15.6% 

15 

16.1% 

28 

29.8% 

TO  A  MODERATE  EXTENT 

19 

19.8% 

15 

16.1% 

13 

13.8% 

TO  A  CONSIDERABLE  EXTENT 

17 

17.7% 

18 

19.4% 

8 

8.5% 

TO  A  GREAT  EXTENT 

27 

28.1% 

25 

26.9% 

22 

23.4% 

13 


TABJJi  7  (cowJnucd) 

TO  WHAT  l-XrnNT  ARE  YOU  SATISITOO  WJTH  THE  TOI.I-OWING: 


MOST  ADVANCED  CERTHTCATE  HELD 

PRIVATE  COMMERCIAL  AIRLINE 
PILOT  PILOT  TRANSTORT 

IV, LOT 


NS  N  S  N  S 
MONTGOMERY  COUNTY  APSS  WEATHER  0RIEP«l$ 


NOT  AT  ALL 

3 

\.1% 

3 

1.5* 

2 

1.3* 

TO  A  LIMITED  E.\TENT 

8 

3.1* 

14 

7.1* 

16 

10.0* 

TO  A  MODERAlTi  ILYTENT 

36 

H.l* 

11.2* 

20 

12.5* 

TO  A  CONSIDERABLE  EXTENT 

68 

26.6* 

31.5* 

47 

29.4* 

TO  A  GREAT  n.\TENT 

HI 

55.1* 

96 

48.7* 

75 

46.9* 

TRANSCRIBED  WEATHER  BROADCAST  ON  Gl^  NDB 


NOT  AT  ALL 

It 

6.2* 

9 

6.2* 

18 

14.1* 

TO  A  LIMITED  liXTENT 

41 

23.0* 

38 

26.2* 

39 

30.5* 

TO  A  MODERATE  E.\TENT 

52 

29.2* 

37 

25.5* 

32 

25.0* 

TO  A  CONSIDERABLE  EXTENT 

34 

19.1* 

30 

20.7* 

13 

10.2* 

TO  A  GREAT  EXTENT 

40 

22.5* 

31 

21.4* 

26 

20.3* 

HAZARDOUS  INFLIGHT  WEATHER  ADVISORY  SERVICE  (HIWAS) 


NOT  AT  ALL 

14 

12.7* 

15 

13.2* 

9 

6.0* 

TO  A  LIMITED  E.\TENT 

24 

21.8* 

24 

21.1* 

36 

23.8* 

TO  A  MODERATE  EXTENT 

23 

20.9% 

22 

19.3* 

31 

20.5* 

TO  A  CONSIDERABLE  EXTENT 

21 

19.1* 

27 

23.7* 

33 

21.9* 

TO  A  GREAT  E,XTfiNT 

28 

25.5* 

26 

22.8* 

42 

27.8* 

EN  ROUTE  FLIGHT  ADVISORY  SERVICE 

(EFAS) 

NOT  AT  ALL 

8 

3.3* 

11 

5.6* 

3 

1.6* 

TO  A  LIMITED  EXTENT 

26 

10.8* 

20 

10.2* 

21 

11.3* 

TO  A  MODERATE  EXTENT 

48 

19.9* 

32 

16.2* 

34 

18.3* 

TO  A  CONSIDERABLE  EXTENT 

58 

24.1* 

54 

27.4* 

51 

27.4* 

TO  A  GREAT  EXTENT 

101 

41.9* 

80 

40.6* 

77 

41.4% 

Rniir.gs  of  Montgomery  County  AFSS  specialist  pcrforniancc.  Table  8  displays  responses  to  items 
regarding  pilots'  evaluations  or  specific  aspects  of  the  perrormance  of  the  speciaiisis  at  die  Montgomery 
County  AFSS.  In  general,  the  ratings  for  the  areas  addressed  by  these  items  seems  to  be  very  high  for 
pilots  holding  each  type  of  €0111110.116.  Areas  for  which  the  lowest  percentage  of  pilots  provided  positive 
ratings  included  the  accuracy  of  the  weather  briefing  and  the  extent  to  which  the  specialists  tailored  die 
weather  briefings  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  pilot. 

Chi  square  analyses  were  conducted  wliich  compared  tlie  performance  ratings  provided  by  different  groups 
of  pilots  for  the  dichotomized  rating  variable.  The  results  of  these  analyses  arc  displayed  in  Appendix  I. 
Tlie  results  suggested  that  there  were  no  statistically  significant  differences  between  any  of  the  pilot  groups 
in  their  ratings  with  the  Montgomery  County  AFSS  specialists'  performance,  although  a  marginally  higher 
percentage  of  private  pilots  than  commercial  pilots  provided  positive  ratings  for  the  technical  competence 
of  Montgomery  County  specialists.  A  marginally  higher  percentage  of  private  pilots  than  both  commercial 
and  airline  transport  pilots,  provided  high  ratings  for  the  extent  to  which  the  specialists  tailored  weather 
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brlifinis.  .  nwglnally  higher  perccnwgc  of  conMoerclal  ihan  alrlifW  iraiwpen  pilou  gave  high  radngi 
10  ilte  atifflcleney  of  Utc  v^eaiher  briefing  (o  allow  planning  a  flight. 


TADUi  8 

TO  WHAT  UXTGNT  IX)  YOU  l-EKl.  THAT  MONTGOMERY  COUNTS'  At-S.*)  SPECIALISTS: 


MOST  ADVANCED  CERTII-ICATE  HELD 


private  co.mmercial  airline 

PILOT  PILOT  TRANSTORT 

PILOT 


N  »  N  R  N  % 
ARE  COURTEOUS  IN  THE  CONDUCT  01- THEIR  DUTIES 


NOT  AT  ALL 

1 

.5% 

TO  A  LIMITED  EXTENT 

0 

.8% 

2 

1.0% 

3 

1.8% 

TO  A  MODERATE  EXTENT 

19 

7.3» 

20 

10.0% 

8 

4.8% 

TO  A  CONSIDERABLE  EXTENT 

71 

27.3R 

53 

26.4% 

37 

22.4% 

‘fO  A  CRE/\T  EXTENT 

m 

64.6R 

125 

62.2% 

117 

70.9% 

APPEAR  TECHNICALLY  COMPETENT 

NC  r  AT  ALL 

1 

.5% 

TO  A  LIMITED  EXTENT 

3 

1.2R 

9 

4.5% 

4 

2.4% 

TO  A  MODERATE  EXTENT 

20 

7.7% 

17 

8.5% 

16 

9.7% 

TO  A  CONSIDERABLE  EXTENT 

76 

29.3% 

61 

30.5% 

53 

32.1% 

TO  A  GREAT  EX^fENT 

160 

6I.8R 

112 

56.0% 

92 

55.8% 

PROVIDE  ACCURATE  WEATHER  BRIEFINGS 

NOT  AT  ALL 

1 

.4% 

TO  A  LIMITED  EXTENT 

4 

1.5% 

9 

4.6% 

8 

4.9% 

TO  A  MODERATE  EXTENT 

7.7 

10.4% 

44 

22.7% 

20 

12.3% 

TO  A  CONSIDERABLE  EXTENT 

99 

38.1% 

77 

39.7% 

60 

37.0% 

TO  A  GREAT  EXTENT 

129 

49.6% 

64 

33.0% 

74 

45.7% 

PROVIDE  COMPLETE  WEATHER 

BRIEFINGS 

NOT  AT  ALL 

1 

.4% 

TO  A  LIMITED  EXTENT 

6 

2.3% 

5 

2.6% 

8 

4.9% 

TO  A  MODERATE  EXTENT 

24 

9.3% 

25 

13.0% 

13 

8.0% 

TO  A  CONSIDER.\DLE  EXTENT 

83 

32.0% 

63 

32.6% 

57 

35.2% 

TO  A  GREAT  EXTENT 

145 

56.0% 

100 

51.8% 

84 

51.9% 

PROVIDE  YOU  A  BRIEFING  SUFFICIENT  TO  ALLOW  YOU  TO  PLAN  FLIGHT 


NOT  AT  ALL 

1 

.4% 

1 

.6% 

TO  A  LIMITED  EXTENT 

6 

2.3% 

4 

2.1% 

9 

5.6% 

TO  A  MODERATE  EXTENT 

16 

6.2% 

24 

12.6% 

13 

8.1% 

TO  A  CONSIDERABLE  EXTENT 

73 

28.2% 

54 

28.3% 

43 

26.7% 

TO  A  GREAT  EXTENT 

163 

62.9% 

109 

57.1% 

95 

59.0% 

TAILOR  THEIR  WEATHER  BRIEFINGS  TO  MEET  YOUR  NEEDS 

NOT  AT  ALL 

2 

.8% 

6 

3.1% 

3 

1.8% 

TO  A  LIMITED  EXTENT 

17 

6.6% 

19 

9.9% 

19 

11.7% 

TO  A  MODERATE  EXTENT 

27 

10.5% 

23 

12.0% 

25 

15.3% 

TO  A  CONSIDERABLE  EXTENT 

78 

30.2% 

55 

28.6% 

45 

27.6% 

TO  A  GREAT  EXTENT 

134 

51.9% 

89 

46.4% 

71 

143.6% 
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r^blc  9  the  degree  lo  which  dif/erem  piloi 
ccnificaie  holders  reponed  knowledge  of  and  sadsfacilon  wnh  die  services  provided  by  die  Momgomery 
Couniy  At-SS  and  odier  AFSSs.  Higher  perceniagcs  of  nilois  expressed  sadsfacdon  with  Nionigomeo* 
County's  services  than  expressed  satisfaction  wiih  the  services  provided  by  all  AFSSs. 


TAUUi  9 

TO  WHAT  BXTfiNT  ARB  YOU; 


MOST  ADVANCED  CERTIITCAITi  HELD 

private  COMMERCIAU  AIRLINE 
PILOT  PILOT  TRANSTORT 

PII.OT 


N  %  NS  NS 


FAMILIAR  WITH  SERVICES  PROVIDED  BY  MONTGOMERY  AFSS  SPECIALISTS 


NOT  AT  ALL 

•I 

1.5% 

4 

2.3% 

TO  A  LIMITEfj  EXTENT 

79 

29.9% 

42 

20.4% 

21 

12.1% 

TO  A  M0DE1'.ATE  E\Tr;NT 

80 

30.3% 

59 

28.6% 

42 

24.3% 

TO  A  CONSIDERABLE  EXTEN’r 

63 

23.9% 

51 

24.8% 

61 

35.3% 

TO  A  GREAT  EXTENT 

38 

M.4% 

54 

26.2% 

45 

26.0% 

CONFIDENT  THAT  YOUR  FLIGHT  PUN 

WILL  BE  HANOI, 

ED  CORRECTLY 

NOT  AT  ALL 

I 

.5% 

1 

.6% 

TO  A  LIMITED  EXTENT 

S 

3.4% 

4 

2.1% 

9 

5.8% 

TO  A  MODERATE  EXTENT 

20 

8.4% 

20 

10.3% 

19 

12.3% 

TO  A  CONSIDERABLE  EXTENT 

55 

23.1% 

53 

27.3% 

41 

26.6% 

TO  A  GREAT  EXTENT 

155 

65.1% 

116 

59.8% 

84 

54.5% 

GENERALLY  SATISFIED  WITH  THE  PERFORMANCE  OF  MONTGOMERY  SPECIALISTS 


NOT  AT  ALL 

1 

.4% 

1 

5% 

TO  A  LIMITED  EXTENT 

5 

1.9% 

7 

3.5% 

9 

5.5% 

TO  A  MODERATE  EXTENT 

18 

6.9% 

18 

8.9% 

17 

10.3% 

TO  A  CONSIDERABLE  EXTENT 

79 

30.4% 

69 

34.2% 

51 

30,9% 

TO  A  GREAT  EXTENT 

157 

60.4% 

107 

53.0% 

88 

53.3% 

GENERALLY  SATISFIED  WITH  SERVICES  PROVIDED  BY  THE  MONTGOMERY  AFSS 

NOT  AT  ALL 

3 

1.2% 

2 

1.0% 

3 

1.9% 

TO  A  LIMITED  EXTENT 

11 

4.3% 

8 

4.0% 

12 

7.5% 

TO  A  MODERATE  EXTENT 

32 

12.5% 

38 

19.2% 

28 

17.5% 

TO  A  CONSIDERABLE  EXTENT 

93 

36.2% 

76 

38.4% 

56 

35.0% 

TO  A  GREAT  EXTENT 

118 

45.9% 

74 

37.4% 

61 

38.1% 

GENERALLY  .SATISFIED  WITH  SERVICES  PROVIDED  BY 

ALL  AFSSs 

NOT  AT  ALL 

4 

1.6% 

4 

2.0% 

7 

4.0% 

TO  A  LIMITED  EXTENT 

21 

8.4% 

24 

12.0% 

33 

18.6% 

TO  A  MODERATE  EXTENT 

49 

19.5% 

57 

28.5% 

46 

26.0% 

TO  A  CONSIDERABLE  EXTENT 

96 

38.2% 

67 

33.5% 

50 

28.2% 

TO  A  GREAT  EXTENT 

81 

32.3% 

48 

24.0% 

41 

23.2% 
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Chi  jQtiarc  anatyM$,  conuliKd  in  Ap(Kt)dix  i,  compared  the  reUiiv’e  sstUfjicUen  of  each  sroup  of  pilots 
with  «»c  services  provided  by  the  Montgomery  County  AFSS  using  the  diehotemous  response  variable. 
Significantly  fetter  private  pilots  dtan  botlt  contmercUl  wtd  airline  transport  pilots  ^^'erc  familiar  witli  the 
services  provided  by  the  Monigonico'  County  APSS.  Commercial  and  airline  transport  pilots  eapressed 
statistically  ermivalent  degrees  of  familiarity  widt  tlte  services  provided.  No  differences  were  foumi  in  the 
percentages  or  pilots  from  each  of  the  groups  who  expressed  nwderate  to  high  degrees  of  satisfaction  w-lth 
the  services  provided  by  the  Nfontgomery  County  AI-SS.  llowewr,  a  higher  percentage  of  private  pilots 
than  airline  transport  pilots  were  satisfied  widt  the  services  provided  by  all  FAA's  AFSSs. 

Tabic  10  shows  the  percentage  of  pilots  who  rated  the  services  provided  by  dtc  Monigonterv  County  aFSS 
in  comparison  with  the  services  provided  by  other  AFSSs.  About  44%  of  die  pilots  thought  Montgomery 
County’s  services  were  better  than  those  provided  by  other  AFS.Ss,  and  fewer  dian  5%  thouglit  ilic  services 
provided  were  worse  ihan  those  provided  by  other  AFSSs.  Chi  square  analyses  rewaled  no  significant 
differences  in  ratings  as  a  function  of  the  type  of  certificate  held. 


TAIILE  10 

COMFARtSON  OF  MONTGOMERY  COUNTY  SERVICES  WITH  THOSE  OF  OTHER  AFSSs: 


MOST  ADVANCED  CERTIITCATB  HELD 


1‘RIVATE  COMMERCIAL  AIRLINE 
PILOT  PILOT  TRANSIORT 

PII.OT 


N  %  N  %  N  % 

RATE  MONTGOMERY  COUNTY  AFSS  SERVICES  AS  COMI'ARED  WITH  OTHER  AFSSs 


MUCH  BETiER  than  OTHERS  41  16.0% 
SOMEWHAT  BErrER  THAN  OTHERS  73  28.5% 
ABOUT  THE  SAME  AS  OTHERS  136  53.1% 
SOMEWHAT  WORSE  THAN  OTHERS  4  1.6% 

MUCH  WORSE  THAN  OTHERS  2  .8% 


24  n.7%  21  U.3% 

68  33.2%  61  32.8% 
106  51.7%  101  54.3% 
6  ?.9%  2  1.1% 

1  .5%  I  .5% 


Innding.  paiKras.iiLtliC-rcspgnMS 

A  series  of  analyses  was  conducted  to  identify  patterns  in  die  ratings  made  by  die  pilot  respondents. 
Correlational  analyses,  a  factor  analysis,  and  regression  analyses  were  conducted  and  will  be  reported  in 
dlls  section.  The  purpose  of  die  analyses  is  to  identify  the  items  which  m.ay  predict  satisfaction  {or 
dissatisfaction)  with  the  services  provided  by  the  Montgomery  County  AFSS,  so  tliat  die  facility  can  target 
diose  areas. 

Correlational  analyses.  Pearson  productmiomem  correlations  were  computed  lieiwecn  the  items  in  the 
survey  to  assess  their  interrelationships.  Correlation  coefficients,  as  used  in  this  context,  are  statistics 
which  describe  the  extent  to  which  pilots'  responses  on  one  item  are  related  to  their  responses  on  a  second 
item.  Correlation  coefficients  range  between  -l.O  (a  perfcci  negative  corrcl.ition:  suggesting  tliat  every 
pilot  who  made  a  high-valued  response  on  one  item  also  made  a  low-v.ilucd  response  on  a  second  item) 
and  +1.0  (a  perfect  positive  correlation:  suggesting  that  every  pilot  wlio  made  a  higli-valucd  response  on 
one  item  also  made  a  high-valued  rcs[»nse  on  a  second  item),  A  correlation  of  0  suggests  dtat  ail 
responses  are  independent;  that  is,  there  is  no  relationship  between  the  response  made  on  one  item  and  the 
response  made  on  a  second.  Subsets  of  correlation  coefficients  computed  between  items  on  the  survey  can 
be  seen  in  Tables  11-14. 
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Rsr  ihs«  aiwIvKi,  ihe  varlabk  diicriblng  ijix  of  plloi  vk-ai  ikcon»w)»«di  Imo  ihrw  vsrlabks,  ’l*rlv«c,* 
'CenwKfcisl,  and  ‘Airlino  Transpsfi,*  each  navloi  a  valoc  of  1  or  0,  tkwndifig  on  iho  of wrUfieaie 
held  by  each  fjikw.  th*  rovk-j  atsa  column*  In  ihe  «abk*  contain  abbreviation*  describing  the  contem  of 
each  Item.  Por  further  clarincailen  of  the  label*,  pkate  refer  to  Appendix  A. 

Table  1 1  show**  the  Intercorrelatlons  between  dte.  type  of  pilot  and  Item*  rencetlng  the  pilot*'  cxperlenee, 
type  of  flight,  type  of  aircraft  flown,  ?r,d  fowwkdte  of  AI-SS  services.  The  table  illustrates  that  type  of 
ratines  was  correlated  with  type  of  ilyhtg  and  aircraft  usage.  Having  a  private  pilot  certlflcatc  was 
positively  correlated  with  mimber  of  hours  spent  flying  Vl^  for  pleasure  and  was  negatively  correlated 
with  having  an  rating,  niaklna  VfTt  or  IFft.  commercial  flights,  and  flying  Jet  aircraft.  Having  a 
contnterclalnllot  certificate  was  posTilwly  correlated  with  having  an  I  PR  rating.  Having  an  airline  transport 
pilot  certlficko  was  posltlwly  correlated  with  having  an  IFR  rating,  making  IFR  comntcrelal  flights,  and 
flying  turbo-prop  and  Jet  aircraft  and  was  negatively  correlated  with  flying  single-engine  unpressurired 
aircraft  and  making  Vi-R  pleasure  fllgltts. 

Patterns  of  significant  correlations  can  be  found  among  other  Items.  Having  an  IPR  rating  was  poslilwly 
correlated  with  making  im  and  VPR  commercial  flights,  flying  IPR  for  personal  business,  and  flying  jet 
aircraft.  Making  VPR  pleasure  flights  was  correlated  with  making  IPR  pleasure  flights,  and  making  Vi-R 
flights  for  personal  business  was  correlated  with  making  IPR  flights  for  personal  business.  Plying  single- 
engine  unpressuri/ed  aircraft  was  positively  correlated  with  making  VPR  flights,  for  both  pleasure  and 
personal  business,  and  was  negatiwiy  eorrciatcd  with  flying  jet  aircraft.  .Making  VIR  commercial  flights 
was  correlated  with  flying  multi-engine  tmpressuriaed  aircraft  and  turbo-prop  aircrafl.  ami  m-iklng  IPR 
commercial  flights  was  correlated  with  flying  multi-engine  pressurised  aircraft,  turbo-prop  aircraft,  and 
Jet  aircraft.  Finally,  flying  multi-engine  pressurlaed  aircraft  was  correlated  wiilt  flying  turbo-prop  aircraft. 

Tabic  12  shows  correlations  between  Uic  type  of  pilot,  items  dealing  with  utilisation  of  specific  AFSS 
services,  and  knowledge  of  AFSS  services.  Pew  items  were  significantly  correlated  witli  each  other. 
Having  a  private  pilot  certlflcate  had  a  negative  correlation  and  having  an  airline  transport  pilot  certlflcaie 
had  a  positive  correlation  with  using  a  private  company  as  a  primary  weather  source.  Ihe  amount  of  lime 
perceived  to  be  required  to  contact  a  briefer  during  *nonsignlficani-  weatlier  was  correlated  with  tlie 
amount  of  time  perceived  to  be  rcqtilred  to  contact  a  pilot  briefer  during  "significant*  weather.  Use  of 
the  AiM  Weather  show  as  a  prim.ary  weather  source  was  correlated  with  use  of  TV,  radio,  etc.,  as  primary 
weather  sources.  Use  of  an  inflight  specialist  was  related  to  use  of  the  TWCB,  HlWAS,  and  liPAS  as 
primary  weather  sources.  Use  of ‘WliU  was  also  correlated  with  u*c  of  HlWAS,  and  use  of  HlWAS  was 
correlated  with  use  of  EFAS  as  primary  weather  sources.  Requesting  a  standard  briefing  was  negatively 
correlated  with  requesting  an  abbreviated  briefing. 

Table  13  shows  Intercorrelatlons  between  die  type  of  pilot,  knowledge  of  AFSS  services,  and  variables 
related  to  the  utilization  of  the  HFAS.  Holding  a  private  pitot  ceriincate  was  negatively  correltited,  .and 
holding  an  airline  transport  pilot  certificate  was  positively  correlated,  with  using  the  discrete  High  Altitude 
EFAS  frequency.  Identifying  one’s  position  was  highly  correlated  with  Identifying  one's  altitude  when 
contacting  EFAS.  Hie  percentage  of  the  time  that  EFAS  was  used  was  corrcKaied  with  using  the  EFAS 
as  a  primary  weather  source,  percentage  of  time  that  EFAS  was  used  between  10:00  p.m.  .and  6:00  a,m., 
percentage  of  lime  that  die  pilot  identified  his  or  her  position  and  altitude  when  contacting  EFAS,  and  die 
user's  satisfaction  with  EFAS. 

Table  14  shows  intercorrelatlons  bet^^'ecn  the  variables  indicating  type  of  pilot  certificate  held,  knoivicdge 
of  AFSS  services,  variables  related  to  satisfaction  with  specific  services,  and  general  satisfaction  widi 
Montgomery  County's  services.  The  variables  describing  the  type  of  pilot  certificate  held  and  knowledge 
of  services  v.’erc  not  related  to  ratings  of  satisfaction.  Satisfaction  regarding  die  time  to  reach  a  briefer  was 
moderately  correlated  with  satisfaction  regarding  Montgomery  County  specialists,  and  with  satisfaction 
regarding  the  services  provided  by  Montgomery  County's  and  all  other  AFSSs.  Items  assessing  the 
courtesy  and  competence  of  the  specialists;  the  accuracy,  completeness,  and  sufficiency  of  die  briefings; 
und  the  degree  to  which  the  briefings  arc  tailored  to  die  pilots'  needs  were  highly  correlated  with  each  other 
and  with  items  assessing  satisfaction  with  Montgomery  County  specialists  and  services.  To  a  lesser  extent, 
these  items  were  also  correlated  with  the  rating  of  satisfaction  with  services  provided  by  all  AFSSs. 
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TABLE  13 
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Correlations  ore  statistically  ri^niCicant  at  p  <  01 
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TABLE  15 

ROTATED  FACTOR  MATRIX 


FACr  1 

FACT  2 

FACT  3 

FACr  4 

FACT  5 

1-ACr  6 

.JSAXIS 

-jmL 

jm. 

JIML 

JIMII 

SATIS  SPIICLST 

.85 

COMFUrm  DRF 

.8.1 

SUFFICIENT  BRF 

.82 

SI'EC  C0M1*E1T:NT 

.82 

TAILOR  BRIEF 

.78 

ACCURATE  BRF 

.78 

SATIS  SERVICE 

.75 

SPEC  COURTEOUS 

.73 

SATIS  BRIEFERS 

M 

SATIS  ALL  FSS 

.57 

-.36 

COMPARE  AFSS 

-.31 

SINGL  ENG  UNPR 

-.72 

JET  AIRCRAFP 

.67 

.33 

DISCRETE  FREQ 

.63 

IFR  COMMERCE 

.60 

.57 

PRIVATE  WX 

.60 

VFR  PLE.\S 

-.59 

VFR  PERS  BUS 

-.54 

..13 

IFR  PLE/\S 

-.47 

IFR  RATING 

.67 

PILOT  CERTIF 

.49 

.66 

VFR  COMMERC 

.61 

TURBO-PROP  AC 

.60 

MULTI-ENG  UNP 

.53 

MULTI-ENG  PR 

.53 

FAMILIAR 

.39 

IDENT  POSN 

.69 

%  USE  EFAS 

.66 

IDENT  ALT 

.66 

EFAS  PRIMARY 

.62 

..12 

SAT  EFAS 

.50 

USE  INFLIGHT 

.43 

.34 

,30 

EFAS  10-6 

.38 

STANDARD  BRF 

.36 

USETWEB 

.66 

USE IVRS 

.59 

USE  TIBS 

.56 

USE  IIIWAS 

.37 

,48 

OUTLOOK  BRF 

.43 

AM  WX  TV  SHOW 

.42 

ABBREV  BRF 

.33 

.37 

FAST  FILE 

.31 

.35 

TIME  SIGN  WX 

.72 

TIME  NONS  WX 

.69 

SAT  TIME  BRFR 

.31 

-.63 

IFR  PERS  DUS 

-.36 

.39 
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Eactgr-jHialvjls-oLfcspojijgi,  While  otanjinint  correUilons  Ix^^tcn  Individual  variables  is  useful,  ii  is 
difficuK  w  dfiUnninc  rclaiionshins  betw-cen  muluptc  variables.  After  complciing  the  correlational  analyses, 
a  nrineinal  components  analysis  using  a  Varlma*  rotation  was  performed  as  an  exploratory  analysis. 
Principal  con>ponents  analysis  Is  one  method  of  identifying  a  small  number  of  common  factors  which 
represent  interrelationships  betwvjcn  a  large  number  of  variables. 

Hie  principal  components  analysis  used  the  items  Inciuded  in  the  survey  to  identify  factors  wliiclt  describe 
common  aspects  of  different  sets  of  items.  The  analysis  was  based  upon  die  responses  of  407  pilots:  items 
37, 3S,  40.  and  41  ritems  dealing  with  satisfaction  with  sisecific  services  provided),  and  item  50  (confidence 
that  a  filed  flight  plan  will  be  handled  correctly)  were  excluded  from  the  analysis  because  a  considerable 
number  of  pitots  did  not  provide  ratines  of  satisfaction  as  ili^  did  not  use  the  services.  A  screen  test  was 
used  to  identify  a  6-factof  solution,  which  accounted  for  43.956  of  the  common  variance  in  the  responses. 
1lie  results  arc  displayed  in  Table  I5.  Uadlngs  less  than  .3  ViCre  deleted  front  die  table,  loadings  shown 
in  the  table  represent  the  correlations  lieiwcen  each  variable  and  each  factor.  Hie  description  of  each  factor 
is  thus  dependent  on  the  common  aspects  of  die  variables  that  have  high  (positive  or  negatis’c)  correlailom 
widt  that  factor. 

Hic  first  factor  appears  to  represent  user  satisfaction  with  Montgomery  Cotmty’s  services.  The  item  dwi 
loads  highest  on  the  first  factor  assesses  the  extent  to  wiilch  the  respondent  Is  generally  satisfied  with  die 
performance  of  die  Montgomery  County  AFSS  specialists.  Odicr  highdoading  items  deal  widi  the  perceived 
sufficiency,  accuracy,  completeness  of  the  weadier  briefings,  whether  the  briefings  arc  tailored  to  die  user’s 
needs,  the  perceived  teclmical  competence  and  counesy  of  the  briefers,  die  satlsfcction  widi  Montgomery 
County  AFSS's  weather  briefers  and  services,  and  general  satisfaction  widi  all  AFSSs.  SaJlsfactlun  with 
the  time  required  to  reach  a  pilot  weather  briefer  loaded  moderately  on  die  first  factor.  Hie  item 
comparing  Montgomery  County’s  services  with  those  provided  by  oilier  AFSSs  had  a  moderate  negative 
loading  ''u  this  factor. 

The  second  factor  appears  to  be  defined  by  responses  describing  airline  iranspon  pilots.  'ITic  items  widi 
die  Iilghcst  loadings  on  ibis  factor  arc  die  number  of  hours  spent  flying  jet  aircraft,  use  of  die  discrete 
High  Altitude  UPAS  frequency,  number  of  hours  spent  making  IFR  commercial  fliglus.  use  of  a  private 
company  as  a  primary  wcadier  source,  and  type  of  pilot.  Items  having  lilgh  negative  loadings  on  diis 
factor  included  flying  single-engine  unpressurired  aircraft,  flying  VFR  for  personal  business  or  for  plc.isurc, 
and  flying  IFR  for  pleasure.  Hie  amount  of  lime  spent  flying  IFR  for  personal  business  had  a  moderate 
neg.ative  loading  on  this  factor. 

The  third  factor  appears  to  be  defined  by  elements  associated  widi  commercial  pilots.  The  items  having 
die  highest  loadings  on  this  factor  Include:  having  an  IFR  rating;  the  type  of  pilot;  making  VFR  commercial 
flights;  flying  multi-engine  pressuriwd  or  unpressurired  aircraft  or  turbocliargcd  aircraft;  and  number  of 
hours  spent  making  IFR  commercial  flights.  Items  widi  moderate  to  low  loadings  include  familiarity  widi 
AFSS  services,  die  amount  of  time  spent  flying  jet  aircraft,  requesting  an  abbreviated  briefing,  and  use 
of  die  Fast  File  system. 

The  fourth  factor  aptiears  to  be  related  to  the  use  of  the  EFAS,  The  items  widi  highest  positive  loadings 
on  this  factor  include:  the  percentage  of  flights  on  which  the  pilot  uses  EFAS;  use  of  the  EFAS  as  a 
primary  weather  source;  whether  or  not  the  pilot  Identifies  the  position  and  altitude  when  contacting  EFAS; 
satisfaction  widi  EFAS;  and  use  of  an  inflight  specialist  as  a  primary  weather  source.  Items  with  low  to 
moderate  positive  loadings  Include  use  of  the  EFAS  between  10;Ci0  p.m.  and  6:00  a.m.,  requesting  a 
standard  pilot  briefing,  and  using  die  HIWAS  as  a  primary  wNiathir  source. 
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Hie  fifth  factor  appears  to  be  related  to  u$e  of  iniililptc  sources  to  obtain  weather  Inforntatlon,  1lic  itents 
with  die  hishest  loadings  arc  use  of  the  TVi'UB,  the  IVRS,  the  THIS,  and  the  lliW#’^,  ltcn«  wUh  low 
to  moderate  positlw  loadings  Included  using  AM  Weather  as  a  printary  weather  source,  requesting 
abbreviated  and  ouitoob  briefings,  use  of  GFAS  and  an  InfUlhl  jpeelalist  as  primary  svcaihcr  sources,  and 
use  of  the  l-ast  File. 


Ilie  sixtlt  factor  is  defined  by  the  Items  dealing  with  the  amount  of  tinte  it  takes  to  contact  a  pilot  briefer, 
both  during  periods  of  *non$lgnificani*  and  'significant'  weather.  Satisfaction  witlt  Utc  amount  of  tinw 
required  to  contact  a  briefer  has  a  high  negative  loading  on  this  factor.  Other  items  having  low  to  moderate 
positive  loadings  were  tise  of  an  inflight  specialist  as  a  prinwry  weather  source  and  fiying  VFR  and  IFR 
for  personal  business.  Tlte  Item  rating  pilot  satisfaction  with  the  services  provided  by  all  AFSSs  had  a 
moderate  negative  loading  on  iltis  factor. 

Item  10,  hours  flown  et*.  a  single  engine  pressurized  or  turbocharged  aircraft;  item  20,  use  of  a  prcfiighi 
specialist  as  a  primary  weather  source;  item  22,  use  of  television,  radio,  or  newspaper  reports  as  prim-ary 
weather  sources;  and  Item  31,  Identifying  the  frequency  when  contacting  an  Inflight  specialist,  did  not  have 
any  loadings  greater  than  .3  on  any  factor. 


Recfesslfin  analyses.  While  the  factor  analysis  yielded  sonte  interesting  rcsttits.  it  is  necessary  to  conduct 
additional  anah'ses  to  determine  the  variables  predicting  satisfaction  with  the  services  provided  by  the 
Montgomen*  Cfounty  AFSS.  Several  regression  analyses  were  performed.  'Pte  analyses  were  conducted 
separately  lor  private,  comnterclal,  and  airline  transjwft  pilots  to  determine  if  different  factors  predicted 
satisfaction  for  pilots  with  different  levels  of  experience  and  different  flying  rcqulrentents.  Ilte  purpose 
of  the  regression  analysis  was  to  Identify  a  small  number  of  items,  or  predictors,  wltlch  sufficiently  predict 
or  account  for  the  varlsncc  In  the  pilots'  satisfaction  ratings,  tJie  dependent  variables.  Identification  of  such 
a  set  of  items  can  inform  lite  facility  .about  which  factors  affect  pilots'  satisfaction  with  ilie  services 
provided. 


Three  dependent  variables  were  used  for  tJic  first  set  of  regression  analyses.  Tlicsc  wtre  pilots’  ratit 
of  1)  satisfaction  with  the  performance  of  Montgomciw  County  AFSS  specialists  (item  51),  2)  general 
satisfaction  witlt  the  services  provided  bv  MoniMmery  County  AFSS  (item  53).  and  3)  general  satisfaction 
wiiJi  the  services  provided  by  all  FAA^  AFSSs  (item  54).  Because  relatively  few  pilots  in  each  group 
answered  all  tlic  questions  on  die  survey,  a  subset  of  items  was  chosen  to  be  tlic  predictors  for  tltc 
regression  .analyses  which  used  die  dtrcc  dependent  v.arlablcs  mentioned  .above.  Tlicsc  includctf  Jtrcc 
variables  which  combined  information  from  items  describing  die  pilot's  rating  and  amount  of  time  spent 
making  VFR  or  IFR  fiights  over  die  last  6  months;  Items  20,  21.  23,  24,  and  26  regarding  die  type  of 
services  used  as  a  primary  weather  source;  Items  28  and  29  regarding  die  type  of  briefing  requested;  items 
32, 33. 36.  .and  42  regarding  die  use  of  and  satisfaction  with  die  EFAS;  item  43.  regarding  use  of  the  Fast 
File  system;  items  44-49,  regarding  die  perceived  competence  of  specialists  and  adequacy  of  briefings 
provided;  and  items  15*17,  regarding  die  perceived  time  to  contact  a  pilot  briefer  and  satisfaction  widi  that 
amount  of  time. 


Tables  16*19  show  the  results  of  die  stepwise  regression  analyses.  Tlie  multiple  R  is  the  correlation 
between  die  combination  of  items  entered  at  each  step  of  die  stepwise  regression  analysis  .and  the  dependent 
variable.  R*  is  die  square  of  die  multiple  corrclaiion,  and  refiects  die  perccniage  of  variance  in  die 
dependeni  variable  that  is  accounted  for  by  die  combination  of  independent  or  predictor  vari.ables.  R’ 
the  change  in  die  percentage  of  variance  accounted  for  which  resulted  from  adding  an  additional 
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variable  lo  ihe  set  of  nredleor a.  tkiaj  are  ihe  standardised  regression  coefnclents  which  reHect  the  relative 

S nance  of  the  inoependem  variables  in  predicting  tJte  dependent  variable,  in  iltc  presence  of  the  other 
iendent  variables,  llte  panial  correlation  is  the  correlation  bewten  each  indeitendeni  variable  and  the 
dependent  variable  when  the  effects  of  the  other  independent  variables  have  been  removed.  Tills  statistic 
provides  an  estimate  of  die  relative  importance  of  the  independent  variables  in  Isolation  in  predicting  the 
dependent  variable. 

Table  16  shows  the  results  of  the  analysis  using  item  51.  satisfaction  with  die  performance  of  Montgomery 
County  Ai^S  specialists,  as  a  dependent  variable,  ror  alt  three  groups  of  pilots,  ratings  on  items  d5, 4S, 
and  49  (To  what  extent  do  you  feel  dial  Montgomery  County  briefers  (45)  appear  to  be  leclinically 
competent,  (48)  provide  you  widi  a  weather  briefing  that  Is  sufficient  to  allow  you  to  plan  your  flight,  (49) 
tailor  their  w^eadicr  briefings  to  meet  your  specific  needs)  predicted  satisfaction  with  die  specialists.  For 
private  pilots,  Item  23  (use  of  a  private  wtaihcr  company  as  a  primary  weather  source)  was  inversely 
related  to  satisfaction  widt  Montgomery  County  specialists. 


TABLE  16 

REGRESSION  ANALYSES  1‘REDlCriNG  PILOT  SATIS»'AuTlON 
DEPENDENT  VARIABLE  1;  SATISFACriON  WITH  MONTGOMERY  COUN2T  SPECIALISTS 

PRIVATE  PILOTS  (N«195) 


Bi 

BlgbJUigg 

Partial 

Si£Q 

IluilI 

MuIiIgIilR 

Jkia 

Cggclailaa 

1 

48 

.67 

.45 

.45 

.29 

.31 

45 

.75 

.57 

.12 

.33 

.39 

3 

49 

.78 

.60 

.03 

.29 

.31 

4 

23 

.79 

.61 

.01 

-.12 

-.20 

COMMERCIAL 

PILOTS  (N=150) 

Bi 

P.'irtlal 

Sue 

Item  f( 

Richinge 

J}gta 

CgjKlaiigfl 

1 

48 

.74 

.55 

.55 

.40 

.41 

2 

45 

.79 

.62 

.07 

.26 

.30 

3 

49 

.81 

.65 

.03 

.25 

.29 

AIRLINE  TRANSPORT  PILOTS  (N= 

122) 

Hi 

Bicliangg 

Partial 

Si£R 

MmJ 

Beta 

CsKdailaa 

1 

49 

.64 

.41 

.41 

.37 

.41 

0 

48 

.72 

.52 

.11 

.29 

.32 

3 

45 

.75 

.56 

.04 

.24 

.27 
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Tabic  17  sho\^'S  me  rcsul«  of  ihc  analysis  using  hem  53.  general  saiisfaedon  wWi  »hc  services  provided 
by  Montgonwry  Coumy  APSS,  as  a  dcpendeni  variable,  l^r  all  ihtcc  groups  of  pilots,  ratings  on  Itent 
17,  satisfaction  with  the  amount  of  tlnte  required  to  contact  a  pilot  briefer,  was  predictive  of  satisfaction 
widt  the  services  provided  by  tlic  facility.  Mov.evcr,  each  type  of  pilot  differed  in  the  other  variables 
which  predicted  satisfaction.  For  private  pilots,  the  perceived  technical  competence  of  the  briefers  and 
the  degree  to  which  briefers  tailored  their  briefings  to  the  needs  of  the  pilot  also  predicted  satisfaction. 
For  commercial  pilots,  the  estent  to  which  briefers  provided  a  briefing  that  was  sufficient  to  plan  dte  flight 
and  tlte  perceived  technical  competence  of  the  briefers  also  predicted  satisfaction.  For  airline  transport 
pilots,  die  accuracy  of  the  briefings  and  the  degree  to  which  briefers  tailored  their  briefings  to  the  needs 
of  the  pilot  also  predicted  satisfaction. 


TAOUi  17 

RnGRr:SS10N  ANALYSliS  FRGDICTING  PILOT  SATISFACTION 
Dr;l'r;NDENT  VARIAllLE  2:  Gl-NERAL  SATISFACTION  WITH  SERVICES 
PROVIDED  IJY  MONTGOMERY  COUNTY  AFSS 


PRIVATE  PILOTS  (Nal95) 


Slfii 

liCJiiJ! 

Multiple  R 

Bl 

Bislmg 

liaa 

I’artial 

■Conelation 

1 

45 

.58 

.34 

.34 

.42 

.41 

0 

49 

.62 

.39 

.05 

.24 

.25 

3 

17 

.64 

.41 

.02 

.16 

.20 

COMMERCIAL 

PILOTS  (N«= 

150) 

SICQ 

licnul! 

Multiple,,  R 

Bl 

R’ chance 

lifiia 

Partial 

Correlation 

1 

48 

.63 

.40 

.40 

.33 

.33 

•) 

17 

.68 

.47 

.07 

.26 

.33 

3 

45 

.72 

.52 

.05 

.32 

.32 

AIRLINE  TRANSPORT  PILOTS  (N= 

122) 

Bi 

Eifibango 

Partial 

S1£I1 

ImJ. 

ftliiliiple.R 

Beia 

Correlation 

1 

49 

.52 

.27 

.27 

.25 

.27 

2 

46 

.60 

.36 

.09 

.35 

.38 

3 

17 

.66 

.44 

.08 

.30 

.35 
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Tabk  J8  slvsvss  itie  results  of  the  analysis  uslnj;  Item  54.  icneral  satisfaction  with  the  services  nrovldedl 
by  all  FaA*s  AFSSs.  as  a  dependent  variable,  l^r  all  three  groups  of  pilots,  ratings  on  item  49.  the  extent 
to  which  briefers  tailored  dteir  briefings  to  the  needs  of  the  pilot,  wv:re  predictive  of  satisfaction  with  all 
AFSSs.  for  private  pilots,  the  amount  of  linte  required  to  contact  a  pilot  briefer  during  times  of 
'significant*  weather  was  inversely  related  to  satisfaction  (suggesting  that  the  less  time  they  perceived  was 
required  to  contact  e  pilot  weather  briefer,  dte  more  likely  they  were  to  be  satisfied  with  services  provided 
bv  all  APS,Ss),  nnd  item  45,  the  jterccived  teclmiai  competence  of  dte  briefers,  was  positively  related  to 
satisfactinn.  centmereiai  pilots,  the  perceived  accuracy  of  tlte  briefings  was  the  only  otlter  item  found 
to  k  predlt'ire  of  satisfaction  with  all  Af-SSs.  For  airline  transport  pile;;,  die  antouni  of  time  required 
to  contact  a  pilot  briefer  during  ilntes  of  ‘slgnlflcani*  weather  was  the  only  other  item  found  to  ite  related 
to  satisfaction,  and  its  relationship  was  inverse. 

TAOU;  18 

RlIGRiiSSION  ANALYStiS  FRnOICTlKG  Fli.OT  SATISFACTION 
Dni’FNDFNT  VARIA!)I.U  3:  GENGRAU  SATISFACTION  WITH  SERVICES 
PROVIDED  BY  AU.  FAA’S  AFSSs 


I’RIVATE  PItOTS  tN»195) 


Sicn 

i 

•> 

3 

lifiinJf 

45 

16 

49 

MulilnkJi 

.43 

.49 

.53 

b: 

.19 

.24 

.28 

Bl£]FU}£ii 

.19 

.05 

.04 

Bcia 

.28 

-.21 

.25 

i‘3nial 

CfiDSiaikai 

.27 

-.24 

.23 

COMMERCIAI. 

PILOTS  {N« 

150) 

P.inlal 

Sifll 

ImJ 

MulL!pjiL& 

Rl 

BLsliaDgs 

Um 

SJdXglJUifiD 

1 

49 

.51 

.26 

.26 

.35 

.34 

2 

46 

.56 

.3! 

.05 

.23 

.27 

AIRLINE  TRANSPORT  PILOTS  {N«l22) 

Multiple  R  Ri  R’  clianM  Ma 

Panial 

itlCR 

it£mJ 

CaiKlaiigp 

I 

16 

.43  .19  .19  -.38 

-.41 

2 

49 

.53  .28  .09  .31 

.33 

Table  19  shows  the  results  of  another  regression  analysis  conducted  using  item  42,  satisfaction  with  EFAS. 
as  a  dependent  vari.ible.  Tliis  analysis  utilized  a  different  set  of  predictor  variables:  3  items  about  the 
pilot’s  rating  and  type  of  flights  m.ade  over  the  last  6  montlts;  items  20, 21,  23,  24,  and  26,  regarding  the 
type  of  services  used  as  a  primary  weather  source;  items  28  and  29,  regarding  the  type  of  briefing 
requested;  items  31,  32,  33, 34,  35,  and  36,  regarding  die  use  of  die  EFAS;  item  43,  regarding  use  of  die 
Fast  File  system;  items  44*49,  regarding  die  perceived  competence  of  specialists  and  adequacy  of  briefings 
provided;  and  items  15*17,  regarding  the  perceived  time  to  contact  a  pilot  briefer  and  satisfaction  with  dial 
amount  of  time. 
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ReiuUs  of  the  refereijiion  siwlyi^is  suggested  thM  the  jaiue  itents  predicted  satisfaction  with  UPAS  for  both 
priNutc  and  contnterclai  pilots,  but  .1  different  set  of  Iteim  w^as  predictive  for  airiine  iranspen  pilots,  l-or 
both  private  and  commercial  pitots,  items  32  (on  what  percent  of  your  flights  do  you  use  the  Ul-AS)  and 
Item  45  Wtc  extent  to  which  Niontgomery  County  APSS  specialists  appear  technically  competent)  were 
sufficient  to  predict  satisfaction  with  the  UFAS.  l-or  airline  transport  pitots,  itent  34  (on  what  percent  of 
your  flights  00  you  Identify  your  position  upon  contacting  lll'AS),  item  36  (on  what  percent  of  your  flights 
da  you  use  the  discrete  High  Altitude  Kl-AS  frequency),  ami  lient  48  (to  what  extent  do  you  feel  that 
Montgomery  County  Al-$S  specialists  provide  you  with  a  weather  briefing  that  is  stifflcicni  to  allow  you 
to  plan  your  flight)  were  sufficient  to  predict  satisfaction  wath  lri-A8> 


TABU;  19 

RGGRliSSlON  ANAI.YSILS'  RRGDlCflNG  PILOT  SATISFACriON 
DliPl-NDGNT  VARlADLli  4:  SATlSFACriON  WITH  l-PA.S 


PRIVATE  PILOTS  (N-IS3) 


Siea 

1 

lifii-hj 

32 

45 

isMupkl 

.23 

.33 

Rl 

.05 

.11 

.05 

.06 

Rita 

.25 

.23 

P3ni.al 

CflucMea 

.25 

.24 

CO.M.MI;RCIAL 

PILOTS  (N» 

149) 

Pani.1l 

Snu 

liSoU! 

Muiiinkl 

Bisiiiiou 

COICgjjUkiQ 

1 

32 

.41 

.17 

,17 

.40 

.41 

2 

45 

.47 

.22 

.05 

.24 

.26 

AIRLINE  TRANSlWr  PILOTS  (N-IIS) 
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For  these  regression  analyses,  examination  of  the  multiple  correlations  and  squared  multiple  correlations 
show's  that  the  dependent  variable  predicted  best  by  tiie  other  questions  on  the  survey  was  "satisfaction 
with  die  performance  of  the  briefers"  (Table  16);  next  w'as  "satisfaction  with  the  services  provided  by 
Montgomery  County  AFSS"  (Tabic  17).  The  effectiveness  of  the  prediction  is  assessed  by  examining  die 
squared  multiple  correlations,  which  measure  the  proportion  of  variance  in  the  dependent  vari.iblc  accounted 
for  by  the  predictors.  Because  of  die  magnitude  of  die  squared  multiple  correlations,  it  is  apparent  diat  die 
items  on  the  survey  did  not  predict  satisfaction  with  die  services  provided  by  all  AFSSs  as  well  as  they 
predicted  satisfaction  with  Montgomery  County’s  services.  However,  this  result  is  expected,  because  die 
Items  specillc.’illy  addressed  Montgomery  County’s  operations  and  not  die  operations  of  other  AFSSs. 
Furthermore,  prediction  of  satisfaction  with  EFAS  was  relatively  inefficient;  apparently,  factors  oilier  dian 
lliose  measured  by  the  items  in  the  survey  .also  affected  pilots’  satisfaction  with  EFaI 
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Ttt'o  hundred  and  nlnety-ihrcc  pilots  submitted  eomnwni  sheets  with  iliclr  response  sheets.  Front  these. 
5*18  different  comments  wre  coded  from  the  wtitten  materials  subntitted  by  the  respondents.  Student  pilot 
comments  were  eliminated  from  the  statistical  analysis  of  the  comment  c,ntc£oriz3tioiis  because,  as 
mentioned  earlier,  the  student  pilots'  responses  could  not  be  icncrallzed  to  the  population  of  student  pitots 
One  hundred  and  fiAy-four  (2S%1  of  the  comments  were  neutral,  190  P5%)  were  positive,  and  204  (37%) 
wre  negative. 


Tabic  20  shows  the  number  and  percentage  of  (wsltlve,  negative,  and  neutral  comments  made  by  type  of 
pilot  certificate  held.  Individual  chi  square  statistics  were  computed  to  contpare  tire  proportions  of  iwsitivc 
and  negative  comments  made  by  caclr  type  of  pilot.  Thw  ■'tily  significant  difference  revealed  by  die  analyses 
was  that  private  pilots  were  significantly  more  likely  to  make  positive  comments  than  were  airline  transport 
pilots  (X'(l)  “  18.2,  a  <  .wl). 


TADUi  20 

TYFli  OF  COMMENT  BY  PILOT  CERTIFICATE 


MOST  ADVANCED  CERTIFICATE  HELD 


PRIVATE  COMMERCIAL  AIRLINE 
PILOT  PILOT  TRANSTORT 

PILOT 


N 

% 

'T 

% 

N 

% 

TYPE  OF  COMMENT 

NEUTRAL 

44 

24.0% 

52 

31.7% 

44 

26.5% 

POSITIVE 

82 

44.8% 

51 

31.1% 

40 

24.1% 

NEGATIVE 

57 

31.1% 

61 

37.2% 

82 

49.4% 

Appendix  K  shows  the  number  and  percentage  of  specific  types  of  comments  made  by  pilots  holding  c.ich 
type  of  certificate.  No  additional  analyses  were  conducted  to  compare  the  types  or  comments  made  by 
each  type  of  pilot.  To  assist  die  reader  in  appreciating  die  types  of  comments  made  by  die  pilots,  Appendix 
L  contains  several  "typical"  examples  for  each  category  or  comments. 

Relationship  between  commcms_arAl_sailsfactlon.  Statistical  analyses  were  conducted  to  assess  the 
rekitionship  between  die  type  of  comments  made  by  pilots  and  the  level  of  satisfaction  dicy  expressed  widi 
different  aspects  of  the  performance  of  the  Montgomery  County  and  other  AFSSs.  Tlic  percentage  of 
positive,  negative,  and  neutral  comments,  as  compared  with  the  total  number  of  comments  provided,  was 
computed.  A  Spearman  rho  correlation  coefficient  was  then  computed  between  Uiis  number  and  each 
pilot's  response  to  items  51,  53,  54,  and  55,  which  dealt  widt  satisfaction  with  various  aspects  of  AFSS 
performance,  (Note  that  while  low  numbers  reflect  low  levels  of  satisfaction  for  items  51,  53,  and  54, 
.ow  numbers  rcfieci  high  levels  of  satisfaction  for  item  55.  Tliis  explains  die  difference  in  signs  for  some 
of  die  correlation  coefficients.)  The  results  for  each  group  of  pilots  arc  shown  in  Tables  21-23. 

For  each  type  of  pilot,  the  percentage  of  negative  comments  had  a  significant  negative  correlation  widi  the 
degree  to  which  they  were  satisfied  widi  the  services  provided  by  the  Montgomery  County  and  other 
AFSSs.  For  private  and  commercial  pilots,  the  percentage  of  negative  comments  was  also  significantly 
related  to  their  rating  of  the  Montgomery  County  AFSS  as  compared  with  oUicr  AFSSs,  but  die  relationship 
was  not  statistically  significant  for  airline  transport  pilots. 

For  airline  transport  pilots,  the  percentage  of  positive  comments  made  was  positively  correlated  with  their 
satisfaction  with  Moiilgomery  County  and  other  AFSSs.  The  percentage  of  commercial  pilots’  positive 
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comnwntj  was  only  corrclaicd  with  their  satisfaction  with  Monigonicry  County  Al-SS  specialisu,  anti  die 
services  provided  by  all  Al-SSs,  while  the  percentage  of  private  pilots*  positive  cointnents  was  only 
significantly  correlated  widt  their  satisfaction  with  all  APSSs.  i-or  no  group  of  pilots  was  the  percentage 
or  positive  comments  significantly  correlated  widi  their  rating  of  Kiontgomery  County  AFSS  as  compared 
with  odier  AFSSs. 

The  percentage  of  neutral  comments  made  had  a  slgnincaiu  positive  correlation  with  private  and  commercial 
pilots'  satisfaction  with  the  services  provided  by  Montgontery  County,  but  not  other  AFSSs,  and  with  their 
rating  of  the  services  provided  by  Montgomery  County  AFiS  as  compared  with  other  AFSSs.  Hou'evcr, 
the  percentage  of  neutral  comments  made  by  airline  transport  pitots  was  not  statistically  related  to  their 
satisfaction  with  AFSS  services. 


TABU:  21 

CORREUTtONS  BETWEEN  TYPE  OF  COMMENTS 
AND  PILOT  SATISFACTION 
FOR  private  pilots 

ITEM  NUMBER 


TYPE  OF  COMMENTS 

51 

53 

54 

55 

PERCENT  lOSITIVl. 

-.12 

.06 

.27* 

.12 

PERCENT  NEGy\TIVE 

-.29- 

-.40* 

-!42* 

.31' 

PERCENT  NEUTRAL 

.40* 

.33- 

.22 

-.42 

•  St.ntistical|y  significant  .it  p  <«».0l 


TABLE  22 

CORREUTIONS  BETWEEN  TYPE  OF  COMMENTS 
AND  PILOT  SATISFACTION 
FOR  COMMERCIAI.  PILOTS 

ITEM  NUMBER 


TYPE  OF  COMMENTS 

51 

53 

54 

55 

PERCENT  POSITIVE 

.33* 

.21 

.30* 

.00 

PERCENT  NEGATIVE 

-.53- 

-.46* 

-.45* 

.29' 

PERCENT  NEUTRAL 

.31* 

.34- 

.24 

-.40' 

•  Statistically  signific.ini  at  p  <  “.OI 


TABLE  23 

CORRELATIONS  BETWEEN  rtTE  OF  COMMENTS 
AND  PILOT  SATISFACTION 
FOR  AIRLINE  TRANSPORT  PILOTS 

ITEM  NUMBER 


TYPE  OF  COMMENTS 

51 

53 

54 

55 

PERCENT  POSITIVE 

.46* 

.44* 

.25 

-.07 

PERCENT  NEGATIVE 

-.40* 

-.40* 

-.36* 

.06 

PERCENT  NEUTRAL 

-.06 

-.00 

.19 

-.05 

*  Statistically  significant  at  p  <  =.01 
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DISCUSSION  AND  CONCtUSIONS 


Hie  fMulu  of  this  survey  provldo  Importani  Infornwion  (o  ihc  Morngonwry  County  AI-SS  to  allow  them 
to  target  their  activities  toward  Increasing  user  familiarity  with  their  services,  and  Improving  services  that 
pilots  perceive  to  be  dedcient.  ITtese  results  should  also  be  noted  by  PAA  managentent  ofncials  in 
Washington  lieadquaners  who  are  interested  in  assessing  user  satisfaction  with  FA  A  services.  While  rftesc 
results  can  only  be  generalised  to  one  specific  AFSS,  the  areas  of  dissatisfaction  and  concerns  tpressed 
m.iy  be  appiicable  to  other  AFSSs. 

litis  project  identified  a  number  of  ways  in  which  this  survey  should  be  improved  if  it  were  to  be  used 
to  assess  pilot  satisfaction  with  AFSS  services  on  a  national  level.  First,  the  lack  of  response  of  student 
pilots  to  the  survey  is  of  concern.  Student  pilots  comprise  the  segment  of  the  pilot  population  likely  to  be 
least  familiar  with  AFSS  services.  Their  Identification  of  problem  areas  could  provide  valuable  feedback 
to  aid  AFSS  facilities  in  Inmrovlng  or  better  describing  their  services.  Future  effons  to  surs'ey  pilots 
should  Identify  other  ways  to’ contact  pilots  than  using  the  Airmen  Dircctoiy  file.  .Second,  a  future  survey 
should  expand  the  section  on  the  use  of  private  weather  services  to  Identlly  what  type  of  private  services 
are  preferred  by  pilots.  Use  of  and  sailsfaction  with  DUAT  should  also  be  addressed  bv  a  future  sur\*ey. 
Ibird,  questions  on  a  future  survey  should  be  revised  in  light  of  problems  experienced  with  the  present 
survey.  For  example,  the  questions  dealing  with  use  of  specific  services  as  a  ’primary  weather  source* 
should  1)0  revised  to  address  the  percentaee  of  (lights  for  which  the  services  are  used.  The  sections  dealing 
with  number  of  hours  during  which  specific  types  of  filghu  were  made  and  specific  types  of  aircraft  were 
down  could  be  compressed. 

Tlic  results  of  this  survey  suggest  tliat  pilots  appear  to  be  very  satisfied  with  tlje  performance  of  the 
specialists  at  the  Montgomery  County  Af-SS,  and  slightly  less  satisfied  with  the  services  provided  by  the 
facility.  More  pilots  were  satisfied  with  the  services  provided  by  Momgontcry  County  AFSS  than  were 
satisfied  with  the  services  provided  by  other  AFSSs.  Private  pilots  were  more  satisfied  with  most  of  the 
specific  services  provided,  and  were  ntorc  likely  to  make  positive  comments  about  the  services,  than  were 
airline  transpoa  pilots. 

Private  pilots  were  less  familiar  with  the  services  provided  than  were  other  types  of  pilots.  However,  nwst 
pilots,  regardless  of  familiarity,  expressed  an  Interest  In  learning  more  about  the  services  provided  by  die 
facility.  Over  60%  expressed  an  Interest  In  receiving  information  by  mail,  another  12%  indicated  an 
interest  In  meeting  to  discuss  optimal  utiilxation  of  the  AF.SS  system,  and  another  10%  expressed  interest 
in  taking  a  tour  of  the  facility.  Facility  actions  to  increase  awareness  of  services  provided,  as  well  as 
system  limitations,  can  only  serve  to  Improve  communications  betwten  pilots  and  Al'SS  specialists. 

The  satisfaction  levels  reponed  by  respondents  to  this  survey  compare  very  favorably  with  tltose  of  another 
survey  of  users  of  the  services  provided  by  FAA  Airworthiness  Inspectors  (Schroeder,  Collins,  and  Dollar, 
1987).  While  96%  of  the  private,  commercial,  and  airline  transport  pilots  responding  to  this  survey  were 
moderately  to  greatly  s.itisfied  wi^  the  performance  of  Montgomery  County  AFSS  specialists,  only  about 
83%  of  the  users  in  the  aforementioned  survey  were  similarly  satisfied  with  die  performance  of  dielr 
assigned  airworthiness  inspectors.  In  fact,  the  96%  level  of  satisfaction  exceeds  reponed  satisfaction  levels 
of  users  with  the  performance  of  the  following  types  of  professionals,  for  example,  veterinarians  (91%), 
income  tax  preparers  (88%),  medical  doctors  and  nurses  in  offices  or  homes  (81%),  and  lawyers  (79%) 
(□.ay  and  Bodur,  1977), 

The  analyses  conducted  using  pilots’  responses  to  die  survey  showed  that  ratings  of  satisfaction  with  both 
the  Montgomery  County  AFSS  specialists  and  the  services  provided  by  the  facility  could  be  predicted  by 
responses  to  items  dealing  with  the  specialists'  perceived  technical  competence,  the  perceived  sufficiency 
and  accuracy  of  die  wcadicr  briefings,  and  the  degree  to  which  die  briefer  tailored  the  briefing  to  fit  the 
needs  of  the  pilot.  Thus,  the  pilots'  perceptions  of  how  the  briefers  do  their  jobs  is  very  important  in 
affecting  their  ratings  of  s.atisfaction  with  the  services  provided.  While  the  survey  did  not  wdress  specific 
aspects  of  briefer  performance,  an  examination  of  the  comments  may  provide  examples  of  specific  incidents 
that  m.iy  inOiicnce  a  pilot's  perceptions  of  good  or  poor  performance. 
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A  Jlgnlficani  area  of  tl(sjaU$facilon  w  pllo«  v^-aj  the  amount  of  i(n«  pilots  perceived  was  required  to  reach 
a  pilot  briefer.  Not  only  was  their  jatisfaeiion  with  that  amount  of  time  correlated  with  their  satisfaction 
with  other  services  provided  by  the  AP.SS,  but  Uic  antount  of  ilnte  iltat  pilots  reported  Wi^M  required  to 
contact  a  pilot  briefer  durint  periods  of  ‘slunlficant*  >s‘eather  tvas  antong  the  top  three  predictors  (negative) 
of  private  and  airline  transport  pilots'  satisfaction  with  all  Al'S.Ss.  A  high  percentage  of  private  and  airline 
transport  pilots’  negative  comments  also  dealt  with  dtis  issue.  In  fact,  7  pilots  (5  w*ere  airline  transport 
pilots)  indicated  that  dtey  were  willing  to  go  without  a  briefing  if  it  took  too  long  to  contact  a  pilot  briefer. 
Such  comntents  should  highlight  this  area  as  a  slgnlfica-nt  safety  concern  that  should  be  addressed  by 
facility,  regional,  and  FAA  Headquarters  management. 
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Kcmbtrs  of  the  AvUtion  CominUy: 

In  order  to  assure  that  the  needs  of  the  flying  public  arc  being  iMt  and 
provide  you  with  iniproved  services,  the  Hontgonery  County  Automated  Flight 
Service  Station  is  seeking  a  better  understanding  of  your  thoughts  and 
perceptions  concerning  their  services.  To  accomplish  this  goal,  we  arc 
asking  you  to  complete  the  enclosed  questionnaire,  entitled  ''Pilot  Views 
of  Hontgomery  County,  Tcaas,  Autemated  FSS  Services."  This  questionnaire 
has  been  approved  by  the  Office  of  Hanagement  and  Budget,  and  has  been 
given  an  OHS  Approval  Humber  of  2I20<0S37. 

You  are  one  of  a  random  sample  of  pilots  selected  from  the  32  county 
flight  plan  area  of  the  Hsntgcaery  County  AFSS.  Since  only  a  small  number 
of  pilots  will  receive  this  survey,  H  1$  very  important  that  you  complete 
and  return  it.  Your  opinions  will  be  ccmbVheS  with  those  of  ""the  others  'in 
tne  sampfe  ?o  represent  the  thoughts  and  fadings  of  all  pilots  within  the 
Honlgsmery  County  AFSS  flight  plan  area. 

The  questions  In  the  survey  cover  items  about  your  utillaation  and 
satisfaction  with  particular  services  provided  by  the  Hontg»nery  County 
AFSS,  as  well  as  your  perceptions  of  the  courtesy  and  competence  of  the 
facility's  specialists.  Your  responses  will  assist  the  AFSS  in  meetino 
Its  safety  and  service  ebjectives. 

Please  be  assured  that  your  responses  will  remain  ar.onytnaus.  The  mailing, 
analysis  of  the  results,  ana  preauction  of  the  report  are  being  conducted 
by  researchers  at  the  FAA's  Civil  Aercmcdlcal  Institute  (CAHI),  not  by 
fcTployees  of  the  Montgomery  County  AFSS.  At  CAHI,  your  responses  will  be 
machine-scored,  and  only  sumr-arlaed  results— HOT  INDIVIDUAL  ANSWERS— will 
be  provided  back  to  the  facility.  You  may  notice  that  each  answe  sheet 
contains  a  code  number.  The  nurber  will  be  used  to  identify  those  who  do 
not  rilurn  their  survey  within  3  weeks,  so  that  a  follow-up  reminder 
letter  and  another  copy  of  the  survey  can  be  mailed  to  them  from  CAMI. 
After  the  response  sheets  are  returned,  the  forms  will  be  machine-scanned 
and  the  code  nimber  and  all  identifying  information  will  be  removed  frevn 
the  data  file. 

When  you  are  ready  to  return  the  survey,  please  enclose  only  the  answer 
sheet  e'ojig  with  the  ccmrrnt  shrel  and  ^  sheet  rcoue5iino'~agdit1onai 
TnFF-  n  (u  you  cefpIcied'VheTast  two  pages}.  These  should  be  matted 
in  .eturn  envelope  provided  in  the  packet.  Please  CO  HOT  staple 
ar  ,>,(n9  to  the  ccmputer-scannablc  response  sheet.  You  do  not  need  to 
return  the  questionnaire  to  us,  Just  the  response  sheets. 

We  need  to  begin  analyzing  the  responses  as  soon  as  possible,  so  wc  are 
asking  you  to  take  the  Hire  ^  crmplete  the  survey,  today  H  possible,  and 
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return  St  In  thn  enclosed  return  envelope.  If  we  do  not  receive  the 
survey  within  3  weeks,  we  will  send  out  a  reminder  letter  along  with 
another  copy  of  the  survey. 

When  the  final  report  has  been  prepared,  It  will  be  nude  available  to  the 
public.  Ife  would  appreciate  your  participation  and  assure  you  that  your 
responses  and  conrnents  will  be  given  careful  consideration. 


Sincerely, 


Carol  A.  Hanning,  Ph.O.  ^ 
Supervisor,  Training  Systems  Section 
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OM0  Approval  Hufflbcr  ZlliO-UbJ/ 


PILOT  VIEWS  OF  MONTGOMERY  COUNTY,  TEXAS,  AUTOMATED  FSS  SERVICES 


1.  Vhat  |5  the  most  advanced  pilot  certificate  that  you  hold? 

a.  Student  pH'jfc 

b.  Private  pUot 

c.  Commercial  pilot 

d.  Airline  transport  pilot 

2.  uo  you  liaVu  an  Instrisiient  rating? 

a.  Ho 

b.  Yes,  for  airplane 

c.  Yes,  for  rotorcraft 

d.  Yes,  for  both  airplane  and  rotorcraft 

OURIHG  YHE  I  >151  6  HOHTHS,  ABOUT  HOW  HAHY  HOURS 

PER  KOMTH  RlO  YOU  FLY;  MORE  THAH  100 

51-100  HOURS . + 

26-50  HOURS 
11-25  HOURS— 

5-10  HOURS . 


1-4  HOURS . 

HO  HOURS . I 

3.  VFR  for  personal  business  A  0  C  0  E  F 

4.  IFR  far  personal  business  A  B  C  0  E  F  G 

5.  VFR  for  pleasure  A  B  c  o  E  F  G 

6.  IFR  for  pleasure  A  B  C  D  E  F  G 

7.  VFR  ceftiff.orclal  flights  (for  hire)  A  B  C  0  £  F  G 

8.  IFR  coiivaerclal  flights  (for  hire)  A  B  C  0  E  F  G 


OURIHG  THE  LAST  6  HOHTHS,  ABOUT  HOW  HAHY  HOURS 
PER  MONTH  010  YOU  FLY; 

MORE  THAH  100  HOURS' 

51-100  HOURS - 

26-50  HOURS . - 

11-25  HOURS . — t 


5-10  HOURS . 

1-4  HOURS . 

HO  HOURS . ♦ 

I 

9.  SlngU'-cngine  unprcssurlzed  aircraft  ABODE 

10.  Single-engine  pressurized  or  turbocharged  aircraft  A  B  C  0  E 

11.  Multi-engine  unpressurized  aircraft  ABODE 

12.  Multi-engine  pressurized  or  turbocharged  aircraft  A  B  C  0  E 

13.  Turbo-prop  aircraft  A  3  C  0  E 

14.  Jet  aircraft  A  5  C  0  E 


F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 


G 

G 

G 

G 

G 


15.  During  periods  of  nonsignificant  weather,  when  you  call  Montgomery  County  AFSS  for  a 
pilot  weather  briefing,  about  how  long  does  It  typically  take  before  a  briefer  answers 
the  telephone? 


a.  I  do  not  use  this  service 

b.  less  than  1  minute 

c.  1-3  minutes 

d.  More  than  3  and  less  than  5  minutes 

e.  5  minutes  or  more 


A3 


16.  During  periods  of  significant  weather,  when  you  call  Montgwscry  County  AF5S  for  a 
pilot  weather  briefing,  about  how  long  does  It  typically  cake  before  a  briefer  answers 
the  telephone? 

a.  !  do  not  use  this  service 
Less  than  1  minute 

c,  1-3  minutes 

d,  More  than  3  and  less  than  S  minutes 

e,  S  minutes  or  more 

17,  How  acceptable  do  you  find  the  amount  of  time  it  takes  for  you  to  contac. 
a  pilot  weather  briefer  at  the  Hantgiynery  County  AFSS? 

a.  Kot  at  all 

b.  To  a  limited  extent 

c.  To  a  moderate  extent 

d.  To  a  considerable  extent 
c.  To  a  great  extent 


OH  WHAT  PERCENTAGE  OF  YOUR  FLIGHTS  00  YOU  USE  ANY  OF 
THE  FOLLOWING  AS  YOUR  PRI.HARY  WEATHER  SOURCE: 

00  NOT  USE— ■ 
MORE  THAN  75it  OF  HY  FLIGHTS- — - 

5).-75it  OF  HY  FLIGHTS . . 

26-50X  OF  HY  FLIGHTS . f 

25X  OR  LESS  OF  HY  FLIGHTS . | 

18.  the  Telephone  Information  OrIcf'ng  System  (TIOS}?  A  h 


C 


*■ 


0 


E 


19.  the  Interim  Voice  Response  System  (IVRS)? 


A  0  C  D  E 


20.  an  FAA  Automated  Flight  Service  Station  (AFSS) 
preflight  specialist? 


A  0  C  0  E 


21.  the  AM  Weather  television  show  on  PBS? 


ABODE 


22.  television,  radio  station,  or  newspaper  report? 

23.  a  private  company? 

24.  a  FAA  Flight  Service  Station  (FSS)  Inflight  specialist? 

25.  the  Transcribed  Weather  Broadcast  (TWEB)  on  the  GLS  or  NOB? 

26.  the  Hazardous  Inflight  Weather  Advisory  Service  (HIWAS)? 

27.  En  route  Flight  Advisory  Service  or  "Flight  Watch*  (EFAS)? 


A  D  C  0  E 
A  D  C  0  E 
A  B  C  0  E 
A  B  C  D  E 
ABODE 
A  B  C  0  E 
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KliEfi  CCmCTSKS  A  KOHIGOHERY  COUNTY  AFSS  PHOT  KEAIHER  BRIEFER, 
WilAT  PERCENTAGE  OF  T»iE  TIHE  CO  YOU  ASK  FOR; 


CO  NOT  USE- 
KORE  THAN  755(  OF  THE  TIME-— 

51-7555  OF  THE  TIME - 

26-5055  OF  THE  TIHE - 

2555  OR  LESS  OF  THE  TIME- 


26.  A  stdnUard  pilot  weather  briefing? 

29.  An  abbreviated  weather  briefing? 

30.  An  euilcoK  briefing? 

ON  MiAT  PERCENTAGE  OF  YOUR  FLIGHTS  00  YOU: 


i  I 


A 

A 


C 

C 


00  NOT  USE- 
MORE  THAN  7555  OF  THE  TIHE— ■ 

51-7555  OF  THE  TIME- . 

26-5055  OF  THE  TIKE . 

2SX  OR  LESS  OF  THE  TIHE- 


31.  Identify  your  frcQuency  when  contacting  an  AFSS 
inflight  specialist? 

32.  Use  the  Enroute  Flight  Advisory  Service  (EFAS)? 

33.  Use  EFAS  between  the  hours  of  10:00  p.m.  and 
6:00  a.m.  local  time? 

34.  Identify  your  position  upon  contacting  EFAS? 

35.  Identify  your  altitude  upon  contacting  EFAS? 

36.  Use  the  discrete  High  Altitude  EFAS  frequency? 
TO  HHAT  EXTENT  ARE  YOU  SATISFIED  WITH: 


I 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 


0 

6 

0 

D 

0 

B 


C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 


0 

0 

D 

0 

0 

0 


E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 


HAVE  HOT  USED 
TO  A  GREAT  EXTENT— 

TO  A  CONSIDERABLE  EXTENT 
TO  A  MODERATE  EXTENT— f 
TO  A  LIMITED  EXTENT — f 
NOT  AT  ‘'LL-j  I 

37.  the  Telephone  Information  Briefing  System  (TIBS)?  A  B  C  D  E  F 

38.  the  Interim  Voice  Response  System  (IVRS)?  A  B  C  D  E  F 

39.  Hontgemery  County  FAA  AFSS  weather  briefers?  A  B  C  D  E  F 

40.  the  Transcribed  Weather  Broadcast  (THEB)?  A  B  C  D  E  F 

41.  the  Hazardous  Inflight  Heat'ser  Advisory  Service  (HIHAS)?  A  B  C  D  E  F 

42.  En  Route  Flight  Advisory  Service  or  'Flight  Watch"  (EFAS)?  A  B  C  D  E  F 

AS 


V 


43.  For  what  percentage  of  your  flights  do  you  use  the 
"fast  file"  system  to  fl)e  flight  plans? 

(a)  25X  or  less 
b)  26  to  SOX 
(c)  SI  to  75X 
d  More  than  7SX 
(e)  Have  not  used 


TO  WHAT  FXTENT  00  YOU  FEEL  THAT  MOHTCOMERY  CQUHTY  AFSS  SPECIALISTS; 

HAVE  NOT  USED . 

TO  A  GREAT  EXTENT - 

TO  A  CONSIDERABLE  EXTENT . 

TO  A  MODERATE  EXTENT-—! 

TO  A  LIMITED  EXTENT — 

NOT  AT  ALL-| 

44.  are  courteous  in  the  conduct  of  their  duties?  A  D  C  D  E 


4 


F 


45.  appear  to  be  technically  cempetent  in  the  c'xiduct 
of  their  duties? 


A  B  C  0  E  F 


46.  provide  accurate  weather  briefings? 

47.  provide  ccmplete  weather  briefings? 

48.  provide  you  with  a  weather  briefing  that  is  sufficient 
to  allow  you  to  plan  your  flight? 

49.  tailor  their  weather  briefings  to  meet  your  specific 
needs? 


A  B  C  0  E  F 

A  B  C  D  E  F 

A  B  C  D  E  F 

A  B  C  0  E  F 


TO  WHAT  EXTENT  ARE  YOU; 


HAVE  NOT  USED . 

TO  A  great  EXTENT - + 

TO  A  CONSIDERABLE  EXTENT - 

TO  A  MODERATE  EXTENT— + 

TO  A  LIMITED  EXTENT — 

HOT  AT  ALL-| 

50.  confident  that  a  flight  plan  that  you  file  with 

Montgomery  County  AFSS  will  be  handled  correctly?  A  B  C  D  E  F 

51.  generally  satisfied  with  the  performance  of  Montgomery 

County  AFSS  specialists?  A  B  C  D  E  F 

52.  familiar  with  the  services  provided  by  Montgomery 

County  AFSS  specialists?  A  B  C  0  E  F 


53.  generally  satisfied  with  the  services  provided  by  the 
Montgomery  County  Automated  Flight  Service  Station? 


A  B  C  D  E  F 


54.  generally  satisfied  with  the  services  provided  by  all 
the  FAA's  Automated  Flight  Service  Stations? 


A  B  C  D  E  F 
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55.  How  would  you  rate  the  services  provided  by  the  Hontgotnery  County  Automated 
Flight  Service  Station  as  coe^ared  with  other  currently  operating  Automated 
Flight  Service  Stations  that  you  have  contacted? 

a.  Huch  better  than  others. 

b.  Somewhat  better  than  others. 

c.  About  the  same  as  others. 

d.  Somewhat  worse  than  others. 

e.  Huch  worse  than  others. 

56.  Would  you  be  Interested  In  receiving  additional  Information  on  AFSS 
services? 

a.  I  feel  that  I  am  already  sufficiently  Informed  about  AFSS  services 

b.  Would  like  to  receive  Information  by  mall  on  the  range  of  services  provided 
by  an  AFSS. 

c.  Would  be  Interested  In  attending  a  meeting  on  how  best  to  utilize  the  AFSS 
system. 

d.  Would  be  Interested  In  touring  the  facility. 


A? 


REQUEST  FOR  ADDITIONAL  INFORMATION 


If  you  would  bt  inUrtsUd  In  roctlvlng  mort  Infonwllon  About  the  service*  provided 
by  the  Montgomery  County  AFSS,  please  circle  the  letter  next  to  the  response  below 
that  best  describes  the  type  of  Information  you  d^^Ire.  Then  write  your  name  and 
address  on  the  bottom  of  this  page  and.  If  appropn,,.'),  list  any  specific  Information 
you  would  like  to  receive.  Enclose  the  page  with  your  computer-scannable  response 
sheet  In  the  return  envelope.  Please  DO  NOT  staple  the  pages  together.  This  page 
will  be  separated  from  your  response  sheet  and  sent  to  employees  of  the  Montgomery 
County  AFSS.  Those  completing  this  page  will  soon  be  contacted  by  a  representative 
of  the  facility. 

a.  Would  like  to  receive  Information  by  mall  on  the  range  of  services  provided 
by  an  AFSS. 

b.  Would  be  Interested  In  attending  a  meeting  on  how  best  to  utilize  the  AFSS 
system. 

c.  Would  be  Interested  In  touring  the  facility. 
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RESULTS  OP  CHI  SOUARE  ANALYSES  COMPARING 
IT^EQUENCY  OF  PLIGHTS  FOR  3  PILOT  GROUPS 


iL^m.tkiCfJntion 

Comparison 

.\'*fdf-11 

n 

VPR  for  pcriona! 

PRI  vs.  COM 

.3 

>.55 

bujlncjs 

PRI  VI.  ATP 

30.2 

.001  • 

COM  vs.  ATP 

33.3 

.001  • 

IPR  for  pcrjonal 

PRI  vs.  COM 

33.5 

.001  • 

business 

PRI  vs.  ATP 

3.5 

.06 

COM  vs.  ATP 

13.1 

.001  • 

VITl  for  pleasure 

PRI  vs.  COM 

23.4 

.001  • 

PRI  vs.  ATP 

132.3 

.001  • 

COM  vs.  ATP 

46.5 

.001  • 

IFR  for  pleasure 

PRI  vs.  COM 

8.5 

.004  • 

PRI  vs.  ATP 

.8 

>.35 

COM  vs,  ATP 

12.1 

.001  • 

VPR  Commercial 

COM  vs.  ATP 

1.0 

>.30 

IPR  Commercial 

COM  vs.  ATP 

114.2 

.001  - 

Single  engine 

PRI  vs.  COM 

10.8 

.002  • 

unpressurized 

PRI  vs.  ATP 

125.3 

.001  • 

COM  vs.  ATP 

61.4 

.001  • 

Single  engine 

PRI  vs.  COM 

1.4 

>.20 

pressurized  or 

PRI  vs.  ATP 

1.8 

>.15 

turbocharged 

COM  vs.  ATP 

5.5 

.02 

Multi-engine 

PRI  vs.  COM 

54.1 

.001  • 

unpressurized 

PRI  vs.  ATP 

42.6 

.001  « 

COM  vs.  ATP 

.6 

>.40 

Multi-engine 

PRI  vs.  COM 

21.8 

.001  • 

pressurized  or 

PRI  vs.  ATP 

41.7 

.001  • 

turbocharged 

COM  vs.  ATP 

3.8 

.05 

Turbo-prop 

COM  vs.  ATP 

11.4 

.001  • 

Jet 

COM  vs.  ATP 

147.2 

.001  * 

Bi 


APPENDIX  C 


RliSULTS  OF  CHI  SQUARE  ANALYSl-S  COMPARING  USE  OF 
PARTICUUR  FSS  SERVICES  FOR  3  PILOT  GROUI*S 


USED  VS.  DIDN’T  USE 


Item  dcscriotlon 

Conwarlion 

X»fdf«n 

n 

TIBS 

PRI  vs.  COM 

.7 

>.35 

PRI  vs.  ATP 

34.2 

.001  • 

COM  vs.  ATP 

O')  Q 

.001  • 

IVRS 

PRI  vs.  COM 

5.1 

.03 

PRI  vs.  ATP 

1.6 

>.20 

COM  vs.  ATP 

10.7 

.001  * 

AFSS  l»rcni*hi 

PRI  vs.  COM 

2.7 

>.10 

specialist 

PRI  vs.  ATP 

14.3 

.001  • 

COM  vs.  ATP 

4.3 

.04 

AM  Weather  show 

PRI  vs.  COM 

3.8 

>.05 

PRI  vs.  ATP 

•) 

>.65 

COM  vs.  ATP 

2;o 

>.15 

TV,  radio,  etc. 

PRI  vs.  COM 

1.5 

>.20 

PRI  vs.  ATP 

1.6 

>.20 

COM  vs.  ATP 

5.3 

>.02 

Private  weather 

PRI  vs.  COM 

13.6 

.001  • 

service 

PRI  vs,  ATP 

116.9 

.001  • 

COM  vs.  ATP 

49.6 

.001  • 

AFSS  InHight 

PRI  vs.  COM 

4.7 

.03 

specialist 

PRI  vs.  ATP 

.7 

>.40 

COM  vs.  ATP 

1.6 

>.20 

TWEB 

PRI  vs.  COM 

1.3 

>.25 

PRI  vs.  ATP 

.3 

>.60 

CO.M  vs.  ATP 

2.3 

>.10 

HIWAS 

PRI  vs.  COM 

8.1 

.005  • 

PRI  VI.  ATP 

36.8 

.001  • 

COM  VS.  ATP 

10.1 

.002  - 

EFAS 

PRI  vs.  COM 

.5 

>.45 

PRI  VS.  ATP 

4.4 

.(M 

COM  vs.  ATP 

1.8 

>.15 

Cl 


APrENDIX  I) 


RESULTS  01-  cm  SQUARE  ANALYSES  COMPARING  I'REOUENCV  01 
USE  OF  PARTICUUR  l-SS  SERVICI-S  FOR  3  PILOT  GROUPS 


USED  MORE  OR  l-ESS  THAN  50%  OF  THE  TIME 


Itfm  dciCfiPtlon 

TIBS 

Coaioarlsoo 

X* 

p 

PRI  VI.  COM 

9.8 

.002 

PRI  Vi.  ATP 

15.6 

.001 

COM  VI.  ATP 

1.8 

>.15 

IVRS 

PR!  Vi.  COM 

.5 

>.45 

PRI  Vi.  ATP 

.0 

>.90 

COM  Vi.  ATP 

.4 

>.50 

AFSS  1^6(116111 

PRI  Vi.  COM 

.0 

>.90 

jpccUlisi 

PRI  Vi.  ATP 

.5 

>.45 

CO.N!  VI.  ATP 

.3 

>.55 

AM  Weather  show 

PRI  Vi.  COM 

3.6 

.06 

PRI  VI.  ATP 

5.2 

.03 

COM  vs.  ATP 

>.60 

TV,  ratlio,  etc. 

PRI  vs.  COM 

.8 

>.35 

PRI  Vi.  ATP 

3.3 

.07 

COM  vs.  ATP 

1.0 

>.30 

Mvaie  weather 

PRI  vs.  COM 

11.1 

.001 

service 

PRI  vs.  ATP 

45.6 

.001 

COM  vs.  ATP 

15.3 

.001 

AFSS  Innijht 

PRI  vs.  COM 

.3 

>.55 

specialist 

PRI  vs.  ATP 

.3 

>.60 

COM  vs.  ATP 

.0 

>.99 

TVi'Ell 

PRI  vs.  COM 

•) 

>.65 

PRI  vs.  ATP 

3‘2 

.08 

COM  vs.  ATP 

1.9 

>.15 

HIWAS 

PRI  VI.  COM 

.0 

>.90 

PRI  vs.  ATP 

.8 

>.35 

COM  vs.  ATP 

.7 

>.35 

EFAS 

PRI  vs.  COM 

.1 

>.70 

PRI  vs.  ATP 

2.5 

>,10 

COM  vs.  ATP 

1.4 

>.20 

01 


APPENDIX  E 


Rl-SULTS  OF  CHI  SQUARE  ANALYSES  COMPARING  FREQUENCY  OF  REQUESTING 
DIFFERENT  TYPES  OF  PILOT  WEATHER  BRIEFINGS  FOR  3  PILOT  GROUPS 


Item  descriodon 

Comoarlson 

x’rdf»n 

n 

Standvd 

PRI  vs.  COM 

6.4 

.02 

PRI  vs.  ATP 

31.2 

.001  • 

COM  vs.  ATP 

8.8 

.002  * 

Abbreviated 

PRI  vs.  COM 

.9 

>.33 

PRI  vs.  ATP 

.1 

>.70 

COM  vs.  ATP 

.3 

>.55 

Outlook 

PRI  vs.  COM 

I.I 

>.25 

PRI  vs.  ATP 

15,3 

.001  * 

COM  vs.  ATP 

7.6 

.006  * 

El 


APPENDIX  F 


RHSULTS  01-  cm  SQUARE  ANALYSES  COMPARING  PERCEIVED 
TIME  TO  REACH  A  PIIX)T  WEATHER  BRIEFER  FOR  3  PII/)T  GROUPS 


Item  descriedon 

CofnpariiQn 

X’Tdf»n 

D 

In  *noni(i|nincvu* 

PRI  vs.  COM 

1.2 

>.15 

weather 

PRI  vs.  ATP 

13.6 

.001  • 

COM  vs.  ATP 

4.5 

.04 

In  'liinificant* 

PRI  vs.  COM 

18.9 

.001  • 

weather 

PRI  vs.  ATP 

41.6 

.001  • 

COM  vs.  ATP 

5.4 

.02 

FI 


APPENDIX  G 

RESULTS  OF  CHt  SQUARE  ANALYSES  COMPARING  FREQUENCY  OF  UTILIZING 
EFAS  AND  PROVIDING  IDENTIFYING  INFORMATION  FOR  3  PIIX)T  GROUI»S 


Item  tfeierlodon 

Comoariion 

X’fdf«n 

.  D  _ 

Itkntify  frequency 

PRI  vs.  COM 

4.1 

.05 

vk-hen  contact 

PRI  vs.  ATP 

1.8 

>.I5 

infliiht  specialist 

COM  vs.  ATP 

.4 

>.50 

Use  EFAS 

PRI  vs.  COM 

.6 

>.40 

PRI  vs.  ATP 

1.6 

>.20 

COM  vs.  ATP 

.3 

>.60 

Use  EFAS  bcw-cen 

PRI  vs.  COM 

19.6 

.001  • 

10:00  p.m.  and 

PRI  vs.  ATP 

32.8 

.001  • 

6:00  a.m. 

COM  vs.  ATP 

1.9 

>.I5 

Identify  position 

PRI  vs.  COM 

2.1 

.15 

when  contact  EFAS 

PRI  vs.  ATP 

.7 

>.40 

COM  vs.  ATP 

.3 

>.55 

Identify  altitude 

PRI  vs.  COM 

1.1 

>.25 

when  contact  EFAS 

PRI  vs.  ATP 

.5 

>.45 

COM  vs.  ATP 

.1 

>.75 

Use  discrete  High 

PRI  vs.  COM 

26.1 

.001  * 

Altitude  EFAS 

PRI  vs.  ATP 

151.8 

.001  • 

Frequency 

COM  vs.  ATP 

55.1 

.001  • 

Use  Fast  File 

PRI  vs.  COM 

6.7 

.01* 

PRI  vs.  ATP 

12.6 

.OOl* 

COM  vs.  ATP 

.9 

>.30 

G1 


APTENDIX  11 


RESULTS  OF  CHt  SQUARE  ANALYSES  COMPARING  RUIX)RTEO 
SATISFACTION  WITH  SPECIFIC  AFSS  SERVICES  FOR  3  PILOT  GROUI'S 


Item  tktcriixion 

Comparison 

X‘fdf-n 

D 

Time  (0  reach 

PRl  VI.  COM 

14.1 

.001  • 

pilot  Vitaihcr 

PRl  vs.  ATP 

30.9 

.001  • 

briefer 

COM  vs.  ATP 

3.5 

.07 

TIBS 

PRl  vs.  COM 

.9 

>.30 

PRl  vs.  ATP 

12.4 

.001  • 

COM  vs.  ATP 

5.9 

.02 

IVRS 

PRl  vs.  COM 

0 

>.60 

PRl  vs.  ATP 

.006* 

COM  vs.  ATP 

5.2 

.03 

Montgomery  County 

PRl  vs.  COM 

3.6 

.06 

AFSS  weather 

PRl  vs.  ATP 

7.3 

.007  * 

briefers 

COM  vs.  ATP 

.7 

>.40 

TWEB 

PRl  vs.  COM 

.4 

>.50 

PRl  vs.  ATP 

7.6 

.006  ' 

COM  vs.  ATP 

4.2 

.04 

HIWAS 

PRl  vs.  COM 

.0 

>.95 

PRl  vs.  ATP 

.7 

>.40 

COM  vs.  ATP 

.6 

>.40 

EFAS 

PRl  vs.  COM 

.2 

>.60 

PRl  vs.  ATP 

.1 

>.70 

COM  vs.  ATP 

.6 

>.40 

HI 


APTENDIX  1 


RESULTS  OP  CHI  SQUARE  ANALYSES  COMPARING  REPORTED 
SATISEACTION  WITH  SPECIAUST  PERFORMANCE  FOR  3  PHOT  GROUPS 

To  what  mictil  do  you  r<«l  (hat  Monigoincry  County  AFSS  spcdaliitU: 


licm  ckicrioticn 

Comoarlson 

X’fdf-D 

_ n_ 

are  courteous 

PRI  vs.  COM 

.6 

>.45 

PRI  vs.  ATP 

1.0 

>.30 

COM  vs.  ATP 

.1 

>.80 

appear  lechnlcally 

PRt  vs.  COM 

6.1 

.02 

competeitt 

PRI  vs.  ATP 

l.O 

>.30 

COM  vs.  ATP 

1.6 

>.20 

provide  accurate 

PRI  vs.  COM 

2.7 

.10 

weather  briefinis 

PRI  vs.  ATP 

3.0 

.10 

COM  vs.  ATP 

.0 

>.85 

provide  complete 

PRI  vs.  COM 

.0 

>.90 

weather  briefings 

PRI  vs.  ATP 

1.4 

>.20 

COM  vs.  ATP 

1.4 

>.20 

provide  sufficient 

PRI  vs.  COM 

9 

>.65 

weather  briefings 

PRI  vs.  ATP 

3‘.T 

.08 

to  plan  (light 

COM  vs,  ATP 

3.9 

.05 

tailor  weather 

PRI  vs.  COM 

4.0 

.05 

briefings  to  meet 

PRI  vs.  ATP 

4.3 

.04 

specific  needs 

COM  vs.  ATP 

.0 

>.85 

AWeNIMX  J 


RESULTS  01*  CHI  SQUARE  ANALYSES  COMPARING 
REWRTED  SATISEACTION  WITH  MONTGOMERY 
COUNTY  SERVICES  EOR  3  PUX)T  GROUI*S 


To  what  exicnl  arc  yoo; 


ligmjteicflotiftn 

conHdent  of  accurate 
flighi  plan  handling? 


Xenerally  satislied 
with  jpecialUt 
performance? 

familiar  with 
Nfontgontery  County 
services? 

generally  satisfied 
with  Montgomery  Co. 
services? 

generally  satisfied 
with  alt  FAA’s  AFSS 
services? 


CmRUlEui 

X‘  fdf«n 

PRI  vs.  COM 

>.60 

PRl  vs.  ATP 

l.\ 

.15 

COM  vs.  ATP 

3.2 

.08 

PRI  vs.  COM 

I.l 

>,30 

PRI  vs.  ATP 

2.9 

,09 

COM  vs.  ATP 

.5 

>.45 

PRI  vs.  COM 

7.2 
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ArrENOIX  K 

CATEGORIZATION  OF  COMMENTS  BY  TYITi  OF  Plt.OT 


NEUTRAL  COMMENTS 
GENERAL  INFORMATION 
SUGGESTIONS 
REQUEST  MORE  INFORMATION 

POSITIVE  COMENTS 
ABOUT  THE  SURVEY 
ABOUT  SERVICES 
COURTEOUS  PERSONNEL 
COMPETENT  PERSONNEL 
ACCURATE  INFORMATION 
MONTGOM  CO  IS  SUPERIOR 

NEGATIVE  COMMENTS 
DISCOURTEOUS  PERSONNEL 
INCOMPETENT  PERSONNEL 
INACCURATE  INFORMATION 
BRIEFERS  EDIT  WEATHER 
AFSS  NEEDS  MORE  PEOPLE 
COMPLAINTS  ABOUT  EFAS 
COMPLAINTS  FLT  PLANS 
OTHER  COMPLAINTS 
POOR  EQUIPMENT 
TIME  TO  REACH  BRIEFER 
DISUKE  RECORDINGS 
MISC  COMPLAINTS 
COMPLAINTS  ABOUT  SURVEY 
UNRELATED  CRITICISMS 


MOST  advanced  CERTIFICATE  HLLD 

private  commercial  AIRLINE 
PILOT  PIIXIT  transport 
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APPENDiV*  I, 

REPRESRNTATIVE  COMMRNTS  FROM  SURVEY  RESPONDENTS 
PART  I  -  NEUTRAL  COMMENTS 

A.  GENERAL  INFORMATION 

1 .  "I  SMn  *  pilot  with  a  commercial  carrier,  *o  therefore  never  have  the  opponunliy  to  ujc  Momsontery 
County  AFSS,* 

2.  'Iking  a  atudem  piiot  and  Juu  now  stanint  a  country  (lights,  I  am  sure  I  have  not  taken  advantage 
of  all  the  services  Montgomery  County  AFSS  has  to  offer.' 

3.  'My  living  time  has  been  limited  to  less  than  2S  hours  in  the  last  3  years.  I  have  used  Nfontgomery 
Co.  AFSS  for  briefings  in  the  past.  The  questions  answered  on  the  sheet  wiil  be  based  on  these 
briefings.* 


B.  SUGGESTIONS 

1.  'Could  (pilots)  have  a  file  for  name,  address,  home  base,  etc.  at  MCAFSS?  It  sure  Nvould  save 
time  for  us  and  of«n  telephone  lines  If  we  could  say  'On  file,  MCAFSS,  if 1009." 

2.  'Install  a  FAX  machine  for  filing  (light  plans!!!  It  works  \tell  at  NASA  Moffett  Field  (NUQ),  and 
could  probably  work  well  for  you  too.' 

3.  'A  1-800  number  for  weather  briefings  and  flight  plan  filing  could  only  benefit  tlte  flying  contmunity 
as  well  as  the  FAA.* 


C.  REQUESTS  FOR  MORE  INFORMATION 

1.  'Like  every  other  pilot,  flying  to  me  is  a  continual  learning  process  and  1  would  cidoy  learning  more 
about  F.S.S.  services-' 

2.  'Would  like  to  have  list  of  800  no's.* 

3.  'At  such  tinw  1  will  be  interested  learning  more  about  the  pilot  aids  available  in  the  East  Texas 
area.* 


PART  2  -  POSITIVE  COMMEN’I^ 

A,  COMMENTS  ABOUT  THE  SURVEY 

1.  "Thank  you  for  considering  pilots  in  your  survey.  We  often  get  the  feeling  that  we  have  little  or  no 
input  into  the  very  system  which  exists  for  our  use.  Surveys  such  as  this  arc  steps  in  tlie  right 
direction." 

2.  ‘'.As  a  pilot !  appreciate  you  asking  for  the  pilots  opinion  of  the  services  and  hopefully  I  may  be  able 
to  be  more  helpful  on  a  future  survey." 

3.  "Thank  you  for  the  chance  to  participate." 
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ArrENtMX  1.  (cMUMMctl) 

RGIHI-SliNTATiVU  COMMENTS  FROM  SURVEY  RESPONDENTS 
FART  2  -  POSITIVE  COMMENTS 
COMMEN^rS  ABOUT  SERVICES 

*1  have  been  nkaied  whh  the  service*  provUed  by  the  Momfomery  Couwy  AFSS  and  ^Duld  like 
(0  (hank  you  lor  your  suppon.*' 

*1  do  use  *Fli|h(  Waich*  cn  rowc  and  appreciate  the  fasr,  helpful  responKi.  I  have  heard  nwmy 
fcvcrable  comment*  from  friend*  who  u*e  Momiomery  Co.  FSS  so  keep  up  ihc  |ood  work.* 

’Hav^e  found  Momgomery  Coumy  services  lo  be  much  Improved.* 


COMMENTS  ABOUT  PERSONNEL 
Couneoui^lpful 

a.  *.Mai(  of  (he  briefers  are  very  liclpfui  and  knowledgeable  and  do  a  good  Job.* 

b.  *...ihe  one  time  I  did  use  them  on  a  trip  lo  Cemra)  America  during  Hurricane  Gilbert  last  year 
they  were  very  helpful  and  provided  everything  we  needed,* 

c.  ’Each  time  I  have  had  the  opportunity  to  contact  the  Montgomery  Coumy  AFSS,  I  have  never 
failed  to  receive  courteous  and  prompt  service.* 


Competent/professlona! 

a.  *  I  find  most  of  the  specialists  to  be  courteous  and  contpeient  as  well  as  willing  to  help  will) 
normal  problems.* 

b.  “Thank  you  for  a  good  Job.  You  people  provide  courteous,  i>ersona!,  and  accurate  briefings, 
Your  briefers  also  are  very  helpful  in  suggesting  routes  to  avoid  trouble.* 

c.  ‘Ihank  you  for  your  excellent  and  professional  assistance.* 


Provide  accuratc/complete  information 

a.  'Several  times  I  have  complimented  the  briefer  on  services  and  info  received  and  manner  given. 
So  far  I've  always  made  the  right  decision  on  "go*  or  “no-go*  based  on  the  briefing  received.* 

b.  "...they  have  provided  excellent  instruction  to  both  our  pilots  and  (light  operations  specialists.* 

c.  “Overall,  the  pilot  briefing  I  receive  from  Montgomery  County  AFSS  is  very  satisfactory  for 
planning  and  conducting  a  flight.* 
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AimiNOIX  t>  (oMlkMd) 

REPRESENTATIVE  COMMENTS  FROM  SURVEY  RESPONDENTS 
PART  2  •  POSITIVE  COMMENTS  (cMlimtcd) 

D.  MONTGOMERY  AFSS  SUPERIOR  TO  OTHER  AFSS* 

1.  *1  rated  Mowfontefy  Couwy  Aras  at  good  or  b«Kf  ihan  other  Amomaied  Fliiht  Service  Stations 
but  I  rate  all  AFSS's  at  marginal  compared  to  the  old  FSS  that  is  being  phased  out.* 

2.  ’Montgomery  County  FSS  bricferi  compare  faswably  with  other  briefers  nationwide.* 

3.  *JuK  moved  from  Texas  to  Minnesota.  Montgomery  County  AI^S  is  far  superior  in  services  and 
courteous  conduct.* 


PART  3  -  NEGATIVE  COMMENTS 
A.  COMMENTS  ABOUT  PERSONNEU 
I.  Discourteous/not  helpful 

3.  ‘Most  of  my  flight  plant  involve  multi'leued  (2  or  3  legs)  ’stopover’  flight  plans  occasioncti 
by  the  need  for  en  route  refueling  stops,  ^me  specialists  will  not  accept  a  stopover  flight  plan 
M-hen  you  read  it  off  in  the  *00(5  F(JP  General  Manning  format*,  but  reoulre  you  to  read  them 
2  or  5  separate  flight  plans,  it  Is  mou  helpful  when  you  can  just  read  straight  through  the 
required  format.* 

b.  *llovs^ever,  as  in  each  large  organization,  there  are  a  few  that  beconte  sontewhat  ’testy’  under 
pressure.* 

c.  'Occasionally  a  briefer  will  be  unfriendly  and  rude.  In  one  situation  after  advising  ’VFR  flight 
not  recommended'  he  wotild  not  give  any  further  information,  would  only  keep  saying  loudly 
’VFR  flight  not  recoinutendcd.'* 


2.  Incontpetent/nonprofessional 

a.  *FSS  specialists  like  other  option  ATCS  seem  to  have  little  technical  knowledge  on  aircraft 
characteristics  and  no  desire  to  learn.  I  am  based  at  CXO  and  except  for  one  or  two  specialists 
I  have  never  seen  any  visit  the  facilities  on  the  airpon  (i  am  on  the  airport  6  days  a  week.)  In 
briefings  there  seems  to  be  too  much  ’CYA’  feeling.* 

b.  'Would  like  to  request  that  they  go  through  the  ranks  and  pick  out  the  best  diction  and  ask 
them  to  speak  slower  and  more  distinctly  in  prerecorded  segments.  Some  talk  fast  and  sort  of 
’mumble’.* 

c.  'Other  briefers  simply  regurgitate  NWS  paper  with  lack  of  true  understanding.  This  sometimes 
leads  to  defensiveness  &  insecurity.’ 
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APPENDIX  L  (conliniiffl) 

RnPRI-SENTATIVU  COMMENTS  FROM  SURVEY  RESPONDENTS 
PART  3  -  NEGATIVE  COMMENTS  (dMlinutd) 


V 


A.  COMMENTS  ABOUT  PERSONNEL  (cominocd) 

3.  Briefers  do  not  provide  KCurMeycotnplete  infornvtiion 

a.  'Have  called  to  let  weather  at  Monttomery  Co.  Aiqiort  and  you  couldn't  sive  It  to  nte.  Oct 
some  windows  In  your  bld|!* 

b.  'I  feel  the  briefers  sometimes  do  rtot  attend  to  provide  information  tailored  to  the  profile  of  the 
fllehl  the  pilot  describes  but  tend  to  follow  the  standard  brienng  form  (cither  complete  or 
mreviated)  that  provides  a  lot  of  useless  information  and  may  leave  out  information  pertinent 
to  the  ni|hi  planned.* 

c.  "Please  live  all  info  on  the  last  hour’s  sequence  report  even  if  the  weather  is  CAVU.  POXS 
want  the  temps,  I  want  the  dev  pt.  surface  winds,  and  alt  setting  at  the  departure  airport  and 
destination  without  having  to  ask." 


4.  Opinionated/conservative 

a.  ‘In  general,  the  briefings  and  recommendations  are  obviously  too  conservative  and  as  a  result 
pilots  itave  lost  confidence  in  their  recommendations." 

b.  "The  personnel  providing  the  weather  briefing  should  provide  complete  and  accurate  weather 
information  concerning  possibly  hazardous  corditions,  not  shading  or  editing  the  information 
to  Influence  my  decision." 

c.  "On  occasion,  I  have  had  briefers  editorialize  the  briefing  based  on  their  personal  opinions  of 
what  the  weather  is  doing." 


B.  NEED  MORE  PEOPLEfTRAINING  OF  PERSONNEL 

1.  'I  think  most  of  your  briefers  need  experience  in  actual  marginal  VFR  flying,  that  is  so  prevalent 
here  on  the  Gulf  Coast." 

2.  ‘Need  more  briefers." 

3.  "Briefers  are  very  professionai,  could  make  quicker  by  employing  more  personnel." 


C.  COMPUINTS  ABOUT  SPECIFIC  SERVICES 
1.  EFAS 

a.  "At  times,  information  given  in  PIREPS  to  EFAS  doesn't  get  in  the  system,  especially  if  it  is 
contradictory  to  the  'approved  official'  forecast." 
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APPF^mX  t  (cMliniMd) 

RGPRI-SENTATIVU  COMMliNTS  I'ROM  SURVEY  Rl-SJONDENTS 
rART  3  .  NEGATIVE  COMMENTS  (oMtiitucfi) 

C.  COMPUINTS  AIK)UT  SIHCIPIC  SERVICES  (cortlnocd) 

2.  Etithi  plan  proce$jin| 

a.  ‘Too  many  lott  FLT/Plani.* 

b.  ‘SonKtlmes  ihe  second  or  third  fli|h(  plan  of  a  scries  of  fltifhi  plans  'lets  I  understand 

that  this  may  be  a  computer  problem  rather  than  a  people  problem.* 

c.  'About  riling  flight  plans;  Some  specialists  are  new  (slow),  and  sometiitKS  flight  plan  does 
not  get  Into  system.* 


3.  Other  •  TIBS,  IVRS,  TWEB,  HIWAS 

a.  ‘I  would  like  to  be  able  to  gel  the  TIBS  on  a  24  hr  basis  rather  than  only  until  10:00  pin.* 

b.  'I  would  like  to  sec  a  weather  briefing  for  high  altitude  Jet  aircraft,  that  didn't  include  low 
altitude  en  route  vtcather.* 

c.  'Access  to  the  TiBS  should  be  available  immediately  without  having  to  listen  to  all  the  TIBS 
codes.* 


4.  Poor/unusable  equipment/procedures 

a.  'Often  while  getting  a  clearance,  the  remote  will  go  ’dead'  and  require  additional  pilotAiriefer 
time  to  repeat.  'This  happens  more  often  than  not!* 

b.  *1  have  one  major  complaint  with  ESS  and  this  may  be  a  problem  with  alt  PSS  not  just  Mont. 
Co  AFSS.  On  many  diff.  occasions  FSS  has  given  me  NOTAMS  or  NAV-AIDS  that  arc  out 
of  service.* 

c.  "With  better  radar  equipment  I  feel  a  better  pin  point  of  T-shwrs  W/l  (?)  a  100  nm  radius  would 
be  most  helpful.* 


D.  LENGTH  OF  TIME  TO  REACH  A  BRIEFER 

1.  "My  biggest  irritant  with  Montgomery  Co.  A.F.S.S.  is  the  3  to  5  minute  wait  in  order  to  get  .a 
'warm  body'  briefer." 

2.  *1  once  held  4S  minutes  because  the  phone  system  didn't  'roll  over'.  1  found  tliis  out  by  using  a 
second  telephone  to  call  in  without  hanging  up  the  first  line." 

3.  "Many  pilots  depart  without  proper  information  due  to  excessive  delays,  especially  where  most 
needed  (NE)(NW).* 


L5 


3 


1 


I 


APrCNfNX  L  (cMllmMil) 

RKPRS-SENTATIVE  COMMENTS  FROM  SURVEY  RESPONDENTS 
PART  3  •  NEGATIVe  COMMENTS  (muliiiwcd) 


V 


E.  DISUKE  OF  RECORDED  INSTRUCTIONS 

1.  *1  «<ould  like  10  be  able  10  emcr  a  number  on  the  phone  and  bypati  the  normal  verbiage  and  go 
directly  to  a  briefer.* 

2.  *1  would  like  to  have  a  direct  line  to  briefers  without  going  through  the  'touchstone'  menu.* 

3.  ‘I  understand  ihx  the  auto  services  use  touch  tones.  What  about  those  of  us  who  use  rotary  dial 
phones  on  party  lines?* 


F.  MISCELUNEOUS  COMPUINTS  ABOUT  OTHER  FSSs 

1.  ‘Williamsport,  Pa.,  AFSS  stands  out  as  particularly  poor  witen  compared  to  FSS  stations  at 
Morgantown,  W.Va,;  Martinsburg,  W.Va.;  I.ufkin,  Tx.;  and  Crestview,  FI.* 

2.  *Montgomery  County  AFSS  is  of  a  much  higher  quality  than  other  AFSS.  San  Angelo  is  the  worst.* 

3.  *1  find  that  wx  &  tr.  TtC  briefs  arms'  as  complete  as  when  they  were  received  from  FSS’s  prior  to 
the  creation  of  AFSS's.* 


G.  UNREUTED  CRITICISMS 
I.  Complaints  about  the  survey 

a.  *1  question  the  validity  of  this  statement  (the  following  underlined  in  red  on  die  cover  letter) 
'THE  CODE  NUMBER  AND  ALE  IDENTIFYING  INFORMATION  WILL  BE  REMOVED 
FRO.M  THE  DATA  FllJj.'* 

b.  ‘May  I  suggest  (for  future  use)  that  the  questions  be  stapled  in  the  upper  LH  corner  rather  than 
at  the  led  mid  page.  It  makes  it  easier  to  nip  page  by  page.* 

c.  ‘My  comment  is  about  the  questionnaire.  I  believe  that  you  are  going  to  have  many  answers 
that  are  inaccurate  on  questions  37>42  inasmuch  as  ’Do  Not  Use*  is  an  *E*  response  to  that 
point  and  most  responding  pilots  will  assume  that  to  be  true  for  them  too.  I  caught  my 
mistake-others  may  not.  Next  time  devise  the  responses  so  this  will  not  occur." 


2.  Critical  statements,  but  unrelated  to  issues  addressed  by  survey 

a.  *1  think  the  addition  of  windows  in  the  AFSS  (like  the  FSS)  would  be  most  helpful  to  your 

pecialists.' 

b.  Die  survey  you  should  be  taking  is  how  we  all  (including  most  ATP's  and  FAA  personnel) 
feel  about  the  most  unamerican  bureaucratic  government  action  that  I  know  of  in  this  country; 
the  power  grab  to  take  away  our  freedom  and  right  (not  just  privilege)  to  fly...* 

c.  *1  feel  flight  instructors  do  not  go  into  enough  detail  about  the  services  that  are  provided,  and 
as  a  student  you  do  not  always  know  what  to  ask  for.* 
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